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WASHINGTON. 

I9O7. 


SPEECH 

OF 

IION.  WILLIAM  P.  DILLINGHAM. 


The  Senate  having  under  consideration  the  resolution  reported  from 
the  Committee  on  Privileges  and  Electidhs,  “ That  Reed  Smoot  is  not 
entitled  to  a seat  in  the  Senate  as  a Senator  of  the  United  States  from 
the  State  of  Utah  ” — 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM  said : 

Mr.  President  : After  the  very  clear,  consise,  frank,  and  full 
statement  of  the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Smoot]  concerning  his 
relations  to  the  Mormon  Church  and  to  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  it  would  hardly  seem  necessary  that  more  be 
said  in  his  behalf.  But  it  must  be  remembered  that  the  right 
of  this  Senator  to  retain  the  seat  to  which  the  people  of  Utah 
have  elected  him  has  been  seriously  questioned ; that  a protest 
has  been  filed  against  his  continuance  as  a member  of  this  body, 
and  that  a committee  of  the  Senate  has  devoted  much  time  to  a 
most  thorough  investigation  of  the  charges  made  against  him. 
Day  after  day,  month  after  month,  and,  I may  truthfully  say, 
year  after  year  the  hearings  continued,  and  when  the  case  was 
finally  submitted  for  the  consideration  of  the  committee  they 
had  before  them  testimony  covering  more  than  3,000  printed 
pages  and  more  than  $25,000  had  been  expended  from  the  con- 
tingent fund  of  the  Senate  in  securing  it.  It  is  right  that  Sen- 
ators have  a clear  and  precise  knowledge  of  the  facts  as  disclosed 
by  that  testimony  before  rendering  judgment,  and  because  of 
this,  as  a member  of  the  Committee  on  Privileges  and  Elections, 
I am  impelled  to  address  the  Senate  at  this  time.  It  is  not  my 
purpose  to  take  up  the  question  whether  the  seat  of  the  Senator 
from  Utah  can  be  declared  vacant  by  a majority  vote  or 
whether  it  must  be  by  expulsion,  requiring  a two-thirds  vote  of 
the  Senate,  because  that  question  has  been  so  ably  discussed 
by  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Hopkins],  the  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Sutherland],  and  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Knox].  If  I were  to  follow  them  I could  only  coucur  in 
what  they  have  said. 

PERSONAL  AND  LEGAL  QUALIFICATIONS. 

I therefore  call  the  attention  of  the  Senate  to  the  fact  that 
the  evidence  discloses — and  it  is  not  denied — that  Senator 
Smoot  possesses  all  the  qualifications  prescribed  by  the  Con- 
stitution to  make  him  eligible  to  a seat  in  this  body,  and  it  is 
not  denied  that  his  election  by  the  legislature  of  Utah  was 
entirely  regular  in  form. 

The  private  character  of  Senator  Smoot  is  not  only  not 
assailed  in  the  evidence,  but  it  is  confirmed  by  everyone  who 
has  testified.  It  is  conceded  by  everyone  who  knows  him  that 
his  statement  made  this  morning  that  he  is  not  a polygamist  is 
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true.  It  is  also  conceded  by  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Privileges  and  Elections  [Mr.  Burrows],  who  drew  the  major- 
ity'report,  and  I think  it  but  fair  to  the  chairman  of  the  com- 
mittee, and  I think  it  but  fair  to  the  country  that  it  shall  go 
into  the  Record,  that  in  his  remarks  in  this  body  he  said : 

Let  me  say  at  the  outset,  touching  the  charge  that  the  Senator  from 
Utah  is  a polygamist,  and  for  that  reason  disqualified  from  holding  a 
seat  in  this  body,  no  evidence  was  submitted  to  the  committee  in 
support  of  such  allegation,  and,  so  far  as  the  investigation  discloses, 
the  Senator  stands  acquitted  of  that  charge.  This  relieves  the  in- 
quiry of  its  personal  character,  always  distressing,  and  the  Senator 
stands  before  the  Senate  in  personal  character  and  bearing  above  crit- 
icism and  beyond  reproach,  and  if  found  disqualified  for  membership 
in  this  body  it  must  be  upon  other  grounds  and  from  other  considera- 
tions. 

We  might  well  leave  the  question  of  his  personal  character 
there,  except  that  throughout  the  States  of  this  Union  there  is 
a widespread  belief  that  Senator  Smoot  is  a polygamist.  It  is 
not  for  me  to  say  how  that  impression  has  been  created,  but  I 
know  that  it  exists.  I have  myself  presented  to  this  body  a 
large  number  of  memorials  protesting  against  the  seating  of 
Senator  Smoot,  and  when  upon  my  return  to  Vermont  I have 
entered  into  conversation  with  many  of  the  signers  of  those 
memorials,  I have  hardly  met  a single  individual  who  did  not 
have  the  impression  that  Senator  Smoot  is  a polygamist.  That 
impression  has  been  thrust  upon  the  country  in  every  possible 
way.  It  is  believed  by  the  people — good  people,  honest  people, 
loyal  people — and  it  is  a belief  which  has  in  large  measure 
created  the  public  sentiment  which  has  been  expressed  in  the 
protests  presented  here.  For  that  reason  I quote  from  the 
testimony  of  Rev.  Dr.  J.  M.  Buckley,  editor  of  the  New  York 
Christian  Advocate,  one  of  the  great  organs  of  the  Methodist 
Episcopal  Church.  Doctor  Buckley  is  a man  who  stands  high 
in  the  councils  of  the  church,  a man  of  ability,  of  breadth,  of 
courage,  an  honest  man,  and  a good  fighter  when  that  quality 
is  demanded.  He  has  had  occasion  to  deal  some  of  the  beliefs 
and  practices  of  the  Mormon  Church  hard  blows.  In  his  tes- 
timony before  the  committee  he  stated  that  he  went  to  Salt 
Lake  City  to  study  the  institution  and  to  investigate  conditions 
for  himself ; and  while  he  does  not  approve  Mormon  institu- 
tions, he  had  this  to  say  about  the  Senator  from  Utah : 

While  I was  there  I asked  all  sorts  of  people,  Mormons  and  others, 
whom  I met  how  Senator  Smoot  stood  in  the  whole  community,  the 
whole  general  community,  and  I got  plenty  of  answers.  Would  it  be 
proper  for  me  to  say  that  not  a syllable  was  breathed  against  him  ; 
that  many  commended  him  highly? 

That  is  the  testimony  of  a critic.  Then,  in  answer  to  a ques- 
tion propounded  by  the  senior  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Foraker], 
Doctor  Buckley  said : 

Every  person  I saw — and  the  number  was  as  many  as  I could  see  at 
the  principal  hotel,  at  a church  to  which  I went,  where  there  were 
more  than  a thousand  people,  with  scores  of  whom  I spoke  afterwards — 
wherever  I asked  the  question,  “ What  kind  of  a man  is  Mr.  Smoot?” — 
whether  he  was  a polygamist  or  anybody  believed  he  was  a polyga- 
mist— I am  compelled  to  say  that  I did  not  find,  either  in  California, 
wThere  I had  been  for  months  at  a convention,  or  while  I was  in  Utah, 
a single  person  who  said  one  word  against  Mr.  Smoot.  Nor  did  I find 
one  person  who  believed  that  he  had  ever  been  married  to  anyone  but 
his  wife  or  had  otherwise  lived  with  any  woman  who  was  not  his  wife. 
That  is  the  fact  in  the  case.  Republicans  and  Democrats,  Mormons 
and  Gentiles,  all  talked  in  the  same  way.  How  many  I saw  I can 
not  tell,  for  I did  not  expect  ever  to  keep  that  fact  in  my  mind  as  of 
any  importance. 
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Not  only  that,  but  if  Senators  will  examine  the  charges  filed 
by  the  protestants  in  this  case  they  will  find  this  language : 

We  charge  him  with  no  offense  cognizable  by  law. 

That  is  the  language  of  the  protest  filed  by  Dr.  Paden  and 
his  associates  in  the  ministerial  association,  and  of  those  who 
were  procured  to  sign  that  document  by  Mr.  Critchlow.  Only 
one  man,  posing  as  a protestant  before  this  body,  has  ever  made 
the  charge  that  Senator  Smoot  is  a polygamist : and  that  charge 
has  never  been  urged  before  the  committee,  nor  has  one  word  of 
evidence  been  offered  in  support  of  it. 

SENATOR  SMOOT’S  RELIGIOUS  BELIEFS. 

Now  that  Senator  Smoot’s  character  has  been  so  thoroughly 
established,  we  are  brought  to  the  question  of  his  religious  belief, 
in  which  he  is  not  only  protected  by  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  but  by  the  terms  of  the  enabling  act  of  Congress 
under  which  Utah  was  admitted  to  the  Union.  That  act  pro- 
vided : 

1.  That  perfect  toleration  of  religious  sentiment  shall  he  secured,  and 

that  no  inhabitants  of  said  State  shall  ever  he  molested  in  person  or 

property  on  account  of  his  or  her  mode  of  religious  worship. 

That  was  a pledge  on  the  part  of  the  Government  which  had 
investigated  past  conditions  in  Utah,  a government  which  had 
condemned  many  of  those  conditions  and  had  prosecuted  of- 
fenders in  the  courts  until  there  had  been  a surrender  on  the 
part  of  the  Mormon  Church  of  any  pretense  of  right  to  teach 
or  practice  polygamy.  Here,  I say,  was  a compact  on  the  part 
of  the  Government,  made  in  pursuance  of  the  Constitution : 

That  perfect  toleration  of  religious  sentiment  should  be  secured,  and 
that  no  inhabitants  of  said  State  shall  ever  be  molested  in  person  or 

property  on  account  of  his  or  her  mode  of  religious  worship. 

Then  comes  the  proviso : 

Provided,  That  polygamous  or  plural  marriages  are  forever  pro- 
hibited. 

The  State  of  Utah  formed  a constitution,  and  in  it  embodied 
these  requirements  of  the  enabling  act.  She  has  gone  on  her 
way  as  a State  and  has  won  distinction  by  the  progress  she  has 
made  industrially,  and  has  won  honor  in  the  standing  that  she 
has  to-day  in  the  sisterhood  of  States. 

THE  PRINCIPAL  CHARGE  AGAINST  SENATOR  SMOOT. 

But  we  are  met  by  the  charge  made  by  the  chairman  of  the 
committee,  in  his  opening  remarks  on  this  question — 

That  this  Mormon  hierarchy — 

As  he  calls  it—  • 

That  this  Mormon  hierarchy,  of  which  the  Senator  is  a conspicuous 
member,  inculcates  and  encourages  belief  in  and  the  practice  of  polyg- 
amy and  polygamous  cohabitation  in  violation  of  the  laws  of  the  State 
prohibiting  the  same  and  in  disregard  of  pledges  made  for  its  sup- 
pression. 

In  this  charge  are  two  offenses — polygamy  and  polygamous 
cohabitation.  By  polygamy  is  meant  the  entering  into  plural 
marriages  since  1898,  when  the  State  of  Utah  was  admitted. 
By  polygamous  cohabitation  is  meant  cohabitation  between  those 
who  prior  to  1890  had  been  parties  to  a polygamous  marriage 
and  who  believed — however  erroneous  that  belief  may  have 
t>een — that  such  marriage  was  both  legal  and  right. 

CONDITIONS  PRIOR  TO  THE  MANIFESTO  OF  1890. 

Let  me  call  attention  to  the  period  of  Utah’s  history  prior  to 
1890,  because  in  that  year  there  came  a change  which  marks 
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the  present  from  the  past.  There  is  no  question  that  previous 
to  that  time  polygamy  was  taught  and  practiced  by  the  church ; 
no  one  can  deny  it.  That  for  a long  time  it  was  tolerated  by 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  is  equally  true. 

In  1847 — to  briefly  state  the  matter — Brigham  Young  with 
his  party  reached  Utah.  1850  he  was  appointed  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States  to  be  the  governor  of  that  Ter- 
ritory. That  he  had  plural  wives  is  undisputed.  Two  years 
later,  in  1852,  he  proclaimed  publicly  what  was  called  the  reve- 
lation permitting  plural  ■ marriages.  Two  year’s  after  that,  in 
1854,  he  was  again  appointed  governor  of  the  Territory  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  and  it  was  not  until  18G2,  ten 
years  after  polygamy  had  been  proclaimed  and  practiced,  that 
the  first  legislation  upon  that  subject  was  had  by  the  Congress, 
and  that  was  simply  to  prohibit  bigamy.  It  is  only  fair  here  to 
state  that  the  Mormon  Church  did  not  recognize  the  word 
“ bigamy  ” as  describing  their  plural  marriages,  which  they, 
however  mistakenly,  considered  to  be  legal  and  God-ordained. 
But  however  mistaken  they  may  have  been,  they  proceeded 
legally  to  test  in  the  courts  the  question  of  their  right  to  take 
plural  wives.  It  was  well  known  to  the  country  that  Morman 
marriages,  so  called,  existed  to  an  alarming  extent,  and  yet  the 
law  of  18G2  contained  no  provision  against  polygamous  cohabi- 
tation among  those  who  had  entered  into  such  relations. 

It  was  not  until  1882,  twenty  years  after  the  first  act  was 
passed,  during  which  period  the  institution  had  developed  and 
become  fixed  in  the  minds  of  every  adult  Mormon  in  Utah  as  a 
God-ordained  institution,  that  the  Edmunds  law  was  enacted. 
The  system  had  become  established  as  part  of  a religious  doc- 
trine, and  was  defended  by  its  adherents  with  the  zeal  of  reli- 
gious conviction.  This  can  not  be  denied,  and  however  obnoxious 
it  may  be  to  you  or  to  me  or  to  the  civilization  of  the  twentieth 
century,  to  the  Mormons  of  Utah  it  seemed  to  be  a question  of 
absolute  right.  It  became  necessary  on  the  part  of  Congress  to 
put  the  ax  to  the  root  of  the  tree,  and.  then  it  was  that  Con- 
gress for  the  first  time  prohibited  polygamous  cohabitation 
among  those  who  had  taken  plural  wives  under  the  authority  of 
the  church.  It  did  it  in  these  words : 

Sec.  3.  That  if  any  male  person,  in  a Territory  or  other  place  over 
which  the  United  States  have  exclusive  jurisdiction,  hereafter  cohabits 
with  more  than  one  woman,  he  shall  he  deemed  guilty  of  a misde- 
meanor, and  on  conviction  thereof  shall  he  punished  by  a fine  of  not 
more  than  '$300,  or  by  imprisonment  for  not  more  than  six  months,  or 
by  both  said  punishments,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

Congress  recognized  the  existence  of  the  system  and,  having 
consideration  for  the  issue  of  those  marriages,  proceeded  to 
legitimate  all  such  issue  by  the  seventh  section  of  the  act,  which 
is  as  follows : 

That  the  issue  of  bigamous  or  polygamous  marriages,  known  as  Mor- 
mon marriages,  in  cases  in  which  such  marriages  have  been  solemnized 
according  to  the  ceremonies  of  the  Mormon  sect,  in  any  Territory  of 
the  United  States,  and  such  issue  shall  have  been  born  before  the  1st 
day  of  January,  A.  D.  1883,  are  hereby  legitimated. 

Prosecutions  were  instituted  and  vigorously  pushed  under  the 
act  of  1882,  and  during  the  next  five  years  plural  marriages 
nearly  ceased 'to  be  known,  but  in  order  to  get  to  the  bottom  of 
the  situation  and  to  cut  out  the  system  root  and  branch,  Con- 
gress took  advanced  action  in  what  is  known  as  the  Edmunds- 
Tucker  Act  of  1887,  by  which  the  rule  of  evidence  was  changed 
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so  as  to  make  the  lawful  husband  or  wife  of  a person  accused 
of  bigamy,  polygamy,  or  unlawful  cohabitation  a competent 
witness. 

By  that  act,  also,  the  corporation  of  the  Mormon  Church  was 
dissolved.  By  that  act  its  property  might  be  confiscated.  There- 
after the  children  born  of  polygamous  marriages  might  not  in- 
herit under  the  laws  of  the  Territory.  But  Congress  again 
recognized  the  painful  condition  of  affairs  there,  and  in  section 
11  of  that  act  it  provided : 

Sec.  11.  That  the  laws  enacted  by  the  legislative  assembly  of  the 
Territory  of  Utah  which  provided  for  or  recognized  the  capacity  of  ille- 
gitimate children  to  inherit  or  to  be  entitled  to  any  distributive  share  in 
the  estate  of  the  father  of  any  such  illegitimate  child  are  hereby  dis- 
approved and  annulled ; and  no  illegitimate  child  shall  hereafter  be 
entitled  to  inherit  from  his  or  her  father  or  to  receive  any  distributive 
share  in  the  estate  of  his  or  her  father:  Provided,  That  this  section 
shall  not  apply  to  any  illegitimate  child  born  within  twelve  months 
after  the  passage  of  this  act,  nor  to  any  child  made  legitimate  by  the 
seventh  sect  on  of  the  act  entitled  “An  act  to  amend  section  5352  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  in  reference  to  bigamy,  and 
for  other  purposes,’’  approved  March  22,  1882. 

From  1885  to  1889  there  was  a period  when  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  exercised  its  strong  arm  of  authority. 
The  whol«  machinery  of  the  law  was  invoked.  Judges  were 
sent  into  Utah  ; district  attorneys  were  sent  into  Utah ; prosecu- 
tion after  prosecution  was  instituted,  and  the  result  was,  ac- 
cording to  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Critc-hlow,  who  was  the  drafts- 
man of  the  protest  filed  against  the  seating  of  Mr.  Smoot,  most 
telling.  He  says: 

In  1885,  and  from  that  time  on,  prosecutions  were  conducted  with 
great  vigor  throughout  the  entire  State.  Many  of  the  men  of  the 
Mormon  Church,  and  the  women  as  well,  went  into  hiding,  and,  first 
and  last,  as  I now  remember  the  figures,  considerably  over  a thousand 
people  were  convicted  and  sentenced. 

It  is  in  evidence  that  there  were  more  than  1,300  convictions 
and  imprisonments  under  these  laws.  The  church  corporation 
was  dissolved ; its  property  was  confiscated ; the  violators  of 
the  law  were  disfranchised  ; women  and  children  were  left  un- 
cared for  and  homeless.  Hundreds  also  were  in  hiding.  The 
conditions  in  Utah  were  hard.  The  majesty  of  the  law  was 
vindicated ; its  potver  was  felt  by  all,  and  the  result  was  that 
by  1887  it  may  be  said  that  plural  marriages  ceased  to  be 
entered  into  in  Utah. 

I have  in  my  hand  a copy  of  the  hearings  before  the  Com- 
mittee on  Territories  of  this  body  in  1892,  at  which  Judge  J.  W. 
Judd,  of  Utah,  appeared  and  addressed  the  committee.  He 
said  that  he  went  to  Utah  in  August,  1888,  under  a commission 
of  the  President  of  the  United  States  and  the  Senate,  as  one  of 
the  associate  judges  of  the  courts  of  that  Territory.  He  testi- 
fied that  he  probably  heard  and  determined  more  cases  against 
polygamists  than  any  other  judge  in  the  Territory.  He  said : 

I was  assigned  to  the  court  at  Provo,  the  first  circuit.  I went  there, 
and  during  the  fourteen  months  that  I held  that  court  under  my 
commission  I came  in  contact  with  more  of  these  people,  more  of  them 
were  brought  before  me  for  polygamic  crimes  than  any  other  judge  in 
the  Territory. 

He  described  the  condition  that  prevailed,  the  thought  of 
the  people,  the  sentiment  that  pervaded  the  Territory,  and  he 
wondered  whether  the  great  body  of  the  Moryion  people  be- 
lieved as  the  leaders  of  the  church  did.  He  said: 

I began  then  to  talk  to  the  younger  men  and  the  younger  women 
and  to  see  if  I could  discover  whether  there  was  back  of  that  an 
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absolute  sentiment  in  favor  of  polygamy.  I had  been  told,  and  the 
estimates  demonstrated  beyond  doubt,  that  there  was  probably  not 
over  21  or  3 per  cent  of  the  male  population  in  polygamy.  The  set- 
tlement of  Utah  was  forty  or  forty-five  years  old,  and  many  of  the  men' 
and  women  born  there  were  grandfathers  or  grandmothers.  I could 
not  understand  how  it  was  that  those  people  were  consenting  to  such 
continual  attacks,  to  such  deprivations,  and  to  such  odium  in  the 
estimation  of  their  fellow-citizens  of  the  United  States  in  this  con- 
dition of  things.  And,  gentlemen,  I discovered  as  clearly  a marked 
line  between  those  who  favored  polygamy  and  those  who  did  not  as 
the  banks  of  the  Mississippi  River. 

He  told  how  the  young  people  would  come  to  his  room  in 
private  and  talk  with  him  about  the  situation.  He  adds : 

The  younger  people  would  come  to  me  in  my  room  in  private  and 
talked  to  me  about  it.  I could  give  names  and  incidents  of  Mor- 
mons high  in  life,  some  of  whom  the  chairman  of  this  committee 
is  aquainted  with,  who  came  to  me  and  urged  me,  saying:  “Judge, 
for  God's  sake  break  this  thing  up.  We  have  had  enough  trouble. 
We  have  had  all  we  can  possibly  stand  of  it.  We  have  had  one  right 
after  another  taken  from  us.  We  have  been  put  in  an  awkward  at- 
titude before  our  fellow-citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  for  God’s 
sake  break  it  up.” 

Now  mark  this : 

Others  said  to  me,  notably  Reed  Smoot,  son  of  the  president  of  a 
stake,  and  the  Republican  candidate  for  mayor,  and  himself  the 
product  of  a polygamous  marriage,  “ Judge,  we  can  not  stand  this 
thing,  and  we  will  not  stand  it ; it  must  be  settled.”  And  I know 
whereof  I affirm  when  I say  before  this  committee  that  when  the 
Mormon  Church  made  its  declaration  of  the  abandonment  of  polygamy 
it  was  done  as  much  from  a force  within  as  from  a force  without. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  The  statement  which  the  Senator  is 
reading  was  made  by  Judge  Judd,  I understand,  some  fifteen 
years  ago,  when  Senator  Smoot  was  a young  man. 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  It  was  made  in  1S92,  fifteen  years  ago, 
when  Reed  Smoot  was  a young  man,  before  he  had  entered  into 
politics  at  all.  It  appears  in  an  official  document  of  this  body, 
and  on  the  testimony  of  a man  who  was  enforcing  the  laws 
of  that  Territory  that  Reed  Smoot,  one  of  the  young  men  there 
who  did  not  believe  in  perpetuating  polygamy  against  the  laws 
of  the  United  States,  was  coming  to  him  in  secret  and  staying  up 
his  hands  in  the  execution  of  his  duty.  He  goes  further  than 
that.  He  says : 

Moreover,  I say  that  when  they  made  that  announcement  they  simply 
announced  what  was  a foregone  fact;  that  it  accomplished  nothing. 
The  tning  was  already  accomplished.  I do  not  believe  to-day,  sir,  that 
you  could  any  moi-e,  by  the  consent  of  the  people  of  the  Territory  of 
Utah,  reestablish  polygamy  there  than  you  could  reestablish  slavery  in 
Georgia  or  Tennessee. 

THE  SO-CALLED  “ REVELATIONS.” 

Mr.  President,  a good  deal  has  been  said  in  discussion  about 
the  revelation  under  which  polygamy  was  established  as  a sys- 
tem in  the  Mormon  Church.  And  it  is  important  to  remember 
that  the  revelation  authorizing  polygamy  was,  as  Senator  Smoot 
has  stated  this  morning,  purely  permissive.  It  is  as  follows: 

And  again,  as  pertaining  to  the  law  of  the  priesthood  : If  any  man 
espouse  a virgin,  and  desire  to  espouse  another — 

And  desire  to  espouse  another — 

and  the  first  give  her  consent ; and  if  he  espouse  the  second,  and  they 
are  virgins  and  have  vowed  to  no  other  man,  then  he  is  justified. 

That  is  the  only  so-called  revelation  authorizing  polygamous 
marriages  contained  in  Doctrine  and  Covenants.  It  is  purely  per- 
missive. The  evidence  given  by  Doctor  Tallmage  and  other 
authorities  is  that  it  is  purely  permissive,  and  if  any  evi- 
dence is  needed  that  such  is  the  case  allow  me  to  present  you 
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the  statistics  of  the  growth  of  the  system  in  the  Territory  of  its 
birth.  From  1852  to  1890,  in  a period  of  thirty-eight  years,  the 
population  of  Utah  increased,  and  in  the  latter  year  reached  a 
total  of  270,000  souls.  The  families  in  Utah  were  about  42,000  in 
number.  In  1890  the  polygamous  families  numbered  only  2,450. 
Mark  the  difference:  The  polygamous  families  numbered  only 
2,450 ; the  monogamous  families,  39,550.  Those  are  absolutely 
safe  figures,  so  far  as  the  evidence  shows,  because,  while  it  is 
claimed  by  many  that  there  was  not  more  than  3 per  cent  enter- 
ing into  polygamous  relations — 1 refer  to  the  male  adults  of 
Utah — these  bring  the  number  under  6 per  cent,  and,  wanting  to 
be  entirely  fair,  I have  adopted  these  figures.  They  show  that 
9Jf  per  cent  of  the  males  of  Utah  never  availed  themselves  of 
this  permission , however  much  they  may  have  believed  that  they 
had  the  moral  right  to  enter  into  polygamous  relations. 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  the  authorities  of  the  church,  most 
of  whom  were  polygamists,  were  insistent  in  their  maintenance 
of  the  principle  of  their  faith  and  tried  by  every  legal  method 
to  have  it  established  by  law.  As  early  as  187G  the  most  im- 
portant case  of  all  was  decided.  If  was  known  as  the  “ Rey- 
nolds case.”  Mr.  Reynolds,  as  I remember,  was  an  ecclesias- 
tical officer  of  the  church,  and  believing  that,  as  a matter  of 
religion,  they  had  the  right  to  enter  into  polygamous  relations, 
a test  case  was  made  up  that  the  question  might  be  legally  de- 
termined. Mr.  Reynolds  went  so  far  as  to  furnish  the  evi- 
dence of  his  own  guilt,  that  there  might  be  no  hindrance  in 
reaching  a result.  But,  as  we  should  all  naturally  expect,  the 
case  was  determined  against  them.  The  principal  question  in- 
volved was  whether  an  act  of  Congress  punishing  the  taking  of 
a plural  wife  was  an  unconstitutional  interference  with  religion, 
and  the  court  held  it  was  not. 

Prosecutions  and  suits  covering  every  question  involved  were 
instituted  and  carried  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  final  judgment.  There  was  one  in  1885,  testing  the 
right  of  disfranchisement ; another  in  1885,  which  involved  the 
law  of  evidence  in  prosecution  for  polygamous  cohabitation ; 
another  in  1887,  which  covered  the  question  of  escheats — that 
is  to  say,  the  confiscation  of  the  property  of  the  church  and  the 
disposition  of  it.  So  I say  the  battle  was  waged  for  five  long 
years  along  legal  lines,  and  the  constitutionality  of  every  act  of 
Congress  was  contested,  but  finally  affirmed. 

When  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
had  pronounced  valid  every  piece  of  legislation  by  Congress  upon 
this  subject,  then  there  was  a surrender  on  the  part  of  the  Mor- 
mon Church,  and  from  1887  down  to  1890  and  since  there  has 
been  hardly  a plural  marriage  in  Utah. 

Again  I quote  Mr.  Critchlow,  because  he  stands  as  the  head 
and  front  of  this  prosecution,  if  I may  so  term  it,  and  he  tes- 
tifies in  Volume  I,  page  552 : 

The  practice  of  polygamy  was  a matter — I do  not  mean  the  practice 
of  polygamy,  but  the  act  of  marrying  more  than  one  woman — was 
scarcely  ever  heard  of  aft<u-  1887 — that  is  to  say,  no  non-Mormon  at 
least,  or  scarcely  any,  could  ever  say  that  an  instance  occurred  in  which 
he  was  satisfied  that  at  a particular  time  and  place  a new  wife  had 
been  taken  by  anybody.  The  practice  of  unlawful  cohabitation  was  not 
very  prevalent,  and  yet,  of  course,  there  were  many  instances  where  the 
practice  of  unlawful  cohabitation  was  known. 

In  1890  there  was  not  only  a surrender,  but  a formal  surren- 
der on  the  part  of  the  church.  Now,  bear  in  mind  when  you 
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consider  the  manifesto  of  1890  that  the  so-called  “ revelations  ” 
to  the  Mormon  Church  come  only  through  the  president  of  the 
church,  and  before  they  become  binding  and  obligatory  upon  the 
church  they  must  be  submitted  to  and  accepted  by  the  people. 
There  is  no  evidence  to  the  contrary.  All  of  the  evidence  is  to 
that  effect. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  revelation  permitting  polygamy  was  re- 
ceived in  1843.  No  other  revelation  was  received  until  1882, 
when  one  came  regarding  the  order  of  the  priesthood,  and,  aside 
from  one  other  of  minor  importance,  which  I do  not  recall,  no 
further  revelation  came  to  that  church  through  the  president 
until  1890,  when  the  manifesto  was  authorized.  There  had  been 
a period  of  thirty-nine  years  when  it  was  not  claimed  there  had 
been  a revelation ; another  priod  of  eight  years  between  such 
revelations ; and  it  has  now  been  sixteen  years  since  it  is 
claimed  that  any  revelation  has  come  to  that  church  through 
the  president  of  that  body. 

I want  to  say  further,  in  connection  with  the  word  “ revela- 
tion,” that  the  Mormons  of  Utah  have  a very  peculiar  method 
of  using  that  term.  They  use  it  commonly  in  connection  with 
minor  affairs  of  their  church.  When  Apostle  Lyman  was  on  the 
stand  he  stated,  in  substance,  that  everything  done  by  the 
church,  from  the  election  of  the  highest  ecclesiastical  officer  to 
the  lowest,  was  done  by  revelation.  Senator  Hoar,  with  his 
wonderfully  keen  power  of  cross-examination,  led  him  to  attrib- 
ute pretty  nearly  all  their  actions  to  “ revelation ; ” and  when 
other  members  of  the  committee  interrupted  the  witness  and 
asked  him  if  by  revelation  he  meant  the  revelation  which,  it  is 
claimed,  comes  to  the  church — the  revelation  to  which  I have 
just  referred — he  replied,  in  substance,  “ Why,  certainly  not. 
When  we  have  to  elect  an  officer  of  the  church  we  pray  for  guid- 
ance, and  then  we  choose  him,  believing  we  are  guided,  believing 
that  it  has  been  revealed  to  us  that  he  is  the  right  man.”  It 
was  nothing  more  or  less  than  the  practice  of  every  church  in 
Christendom  when  they  have  important  offices  to  perform,  that 
they  aproach  the  throne  of  the  Almighty  in  prayer  for  guidance, 
and  in  whatever  follows  they  believe  they  have  that  guidance: 
and  that  was  what  Apostle  Lyman  meant  when  he  had  used 
that  word  “ revelation  ” in  almost  every  line  of  his  testimony 
for  a whole  day  and  possibly  two  days  in  succession. 

Now,  then,  when  the  revelation  of  1890  came  authorizing 
the  president  to  advise  the  people  that  the  church  law  author- 
izing polygamy  was  thenceforth  suspended  because  the  laws 
of  the  land  prohibiting  its  practice  had  been  pronounced  con- 
stitutional, it  was  done  in  a manifesto,  which  was  given  out  on 
the  26th  day  of  September,  1890,  by  President  Wilford  Wood- 
ruff. It  was  as  follows: 

OFFICIAL  DECLARATION. 

To  whom  it  may  concern: 

Press  dispatches  having  been  sent  for  political  purposes  from  Salt 
Lake  City,  which  have  been  widely  published,  to  the  effect  that  the  Utah 
Commission,  in  their  recent  report  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  al- 
lege that  plural  marriages  are  still  being  solemnized,  and  that  forty  or 
more  such  marriages  have  been  contracted  in  Utah  since  last  .Tune  or 
during  the  past  year;  also,  that  in  public  discourses  the  leaders  of  the 
church  have  taught,  encouraged,  and  urged  the  continuance  of  the  prac- 
tice of  polygamy. 

I,  therefore,  as  president  of  the  Church  of  Jesus  Christ  of  Latter-Day 
Saints,  do  hereby,  in  the  most  solemn  manner,  declare  that  these  charges 
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volume  1,  page  343.  of  the  testimony.  I may  see  fit,  with  the 
permission  of  the  Senate,  to  incorporate  it  in  the  Record. 

The  VICE-PRESIDENT.  Without  objection,  permission  is 
granted. 

Mr.  BACON.  I wish  to  suggest  to  the  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont that  anything  which  he  thinks  bears  on  this  case  ought 
to  be  read  and  not  put  into  the  Record  without  being  read,  be- 
cause we  will  not  have  time  to  read  it.  We  are  now  face  to  face 
with  an  obligation  to  vote  on  this  question.  If  the  document  the 
Senator  has  referred  to  is  important,  it  ought  to  be  read  to  us ; 
if  it  is  not  important 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  I quite  agree  with  the  Senator  from 
Georgia. 

Mr.  BACON.  I suggest  this  not  in  reference  to  the  particular 
thing  the  Senator  is  proposing  to  put  into  the  Record,  but  just 
generally.  We  are  to  vote  to-morrow.  If  there  is  anything  the 
Senator  has  to  submit  that  we  ought  to  know,  I venture  to  sug- 
gest that  he  have  it  read  into  the  Record.  Otherwise  we  will 
not  be  apt  to  have  an  opportunity  to  examine  it. 

Mr.  HOPKINS  (to  Mr.  Dillingham).  You  epitomized  that? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  Yes. 

Mr.  BACON.  That  is  sufficient  then.  I do  not  want  to  con- 
sume time. 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  I realize  the  value  of  the  suggestion 
made  by  the  Senator  from  Georgia,  and  only  because  I see  that 
I am  occupying  more  time  than  I intended  I am  passing  over 
some  of  these  things ; but  in  order  to  bring  the  attention  of  the 
Senate  precisely  to  what  occurred  in  1890  and  let  them  know 
what  the  attitude  of  the  Mormon  Church  was  toward  the  Gov- 
ernment, I will  call  attention  to  the  petition  of  the  President 
and  apostles  of  the  church  which  was  presented  to  the  President 
of  the  United  States  in  1891,  and  which  defined  the  position  of 
the  church  and  asked  for  amnesty  for  the  people. 

I read  this  because,  as  I said  before,  it  states  clearly  what 
was  the  attitude  of  that  body  toward  the  Government.  It  says : 

We  formerly  taught  to  our  people  that  polygamy  or  celestial  mar- 
riage as  commanded  by  God  through  Joseph  Smith  was  right ; that  it 
was  a necessity  to  man's  highest  exaltation  in  the  life  to  come. 

That  doctrine  was  publicly  promulgated  by  our  president,  the  late 
P.righam  Young,  forty  years  ago,  and  was  steadily  taught  and  im- 
pressed upon  the  Latter-Day  Saints  up  to  September.  1800.  Our 
people  are  devout  and  sincere,  and  they  accepted  the  doctrine,  and 
many  personally  embraced  and  practiced  polygamy. 

When  the  Government  sought  to  stamp  out  the  practice,  our  people, 
almost  without  exception,  remained  firm,  for  they,  while  having  no 
desire  to  oppose  the  Government  in  anything,  still  felt  that  their 
lives  and  their  honor  as  men  was  pledged  to  a vindication  of  their 
creed,  and  that  their  duty  toward  those  whose  lives  were  a part  of 
their  own  was  a paramount  one,  to  fulfill  which  they  had  no  right  to 
count  anything,  not  even  their  own  lives,  as  standing  in  the  way. 

Fo’lowing  this  conviction  hundreds  endured  arrest,  trial,  fine,  and 
imprisonment,  and  the  immeasurable  sufferings  borne  by  the  faithful 
pe<  ”'e  no  language  can  describe.  That  suffering  in  abated  form  still 
continues. 

More,  the  Government  added  disfranchisement  to  its  other  punish- 
ment for  those  who  clung  to  their  faith  and  fulfilled  its  covenants. 

According  to  our  creed,  the  head  of  the  church  receives  from  time 
to  time  revelations  for  the  religious  guidance  of  his  people.  In  Sep- 
tember, 1890 — 

That  was  the  time  the  manifesto  was  issued — 

the  present  head  of  the  church  in  anguish  and  prayer  cried  to  God  for 
help  for  his  flock,  and  received  permission  to  advise  the  members  of  the 
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^Fasf  ^eS«"Srth%S^dSfy  Saints  that  the  la"  commanding 
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Then  they  say:h°W  ^ WaS  unamm°usly  accepted  at  that  time. 

iSSSlISI 

Then  the  leaders  of  the  church  say  this  • 
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Mr.  DUBOIS.  Mr.  President 
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iSSiSS  - — -m 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  The  Semato?  hen rT Twl]y  they  have  not. 
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wont  that  Joseph  F.  Smith  is  not  on  trial  in  this  body.  If  he 
has  violated  the  law,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Senator  from  Idaho 
to  go  out  there  and  invoke  the  criminal  machinery  of  the  State 
and  not  come  here  to  the  Senate  of  the  United  States  and  present 
an  argument  of  that  kind  against  a man  who  obeyed  the  law. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  Mr.  President 

The  VICE-PRESIDENT.  Does  the  Senator  from  \ ermont 
yield  further  to  the  Senator  from  Idaho? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  I do  not  propose  to  be  led  ott  into  a 
discussion  of  that  question  at  this  time,  because  I am  trying  to 
o-et  before  the  minds  of  the  Senate  what  the  attitude  of  the 
church  was  at  that  time,  and  I will  take  up  the  other  question 


later.  , . ... 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  I thought  the  Senator  undertook  to  prove  that 

they  were  living  up  to  the  manifesto. 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  I had  not  said  a word  on  that  point.  I 
will  later  on  in  my  remarks. 

Then  they  say  further : 

We  believe  that  there  is  nowhere  in  the  Union  a more  loyal  peppie  than 
the  Latter-Day  Saints.  They  know  no  other  country  except  this.  They 
expect  to  live  and  die  on  this  soil. 

Then  they  make  this  comparison : 

When  the  men  of  the  South  who  were  in  rebellion  against  the  Gov- 
ernment in  1865  threw  down  their  arms  and  asked  for  recognition  along 
the  old  lines  of  citizenship,  the  Government  hastened  to  giant  then 


P1Toeibe  at  peace  with  the  Government  and  in  harmony  with  their 
fellow-citizens  who  are  not  of  their  faith,  and  to share  in i the  confidence 
of  the  Government  and  people,  our  people  have  voluntanly  put  asiae 
something  which  all  their  lives  they  have  believed  to  be  a sacred  prin- 


ciple. . 

They-  then  made  their  application  for  amnesty,  which  was 
granted,  and  in  the  proclamation  issued  by  President  Harrison 
he  makes  the  statement  that  it  has  been  represented  that  the 
laws  have  been  generally  obeyed  by  the  people  since  that  time. 

I have  taken  considerable  time  to  read  that  petition  because 
it  so  clearly  sets  forth  what  the  attitude  of  the  Mormon  Church 
was  after  that  revelation  and  after  the  manifesto,  and  that 
there  had  been  a complete  surrender  to  the  authority  of  the 
Government  of  the  United  States  after  the  constitutionality  of 
the  act  of  Congress  had  been  established. 

Because  they  fought  the  validity  of  these  laws  so  vigorously 
it  has  been  believed  that  the  church  was  a disloyal  body,  but 
the  evidence  does  not  disclose  that  they  have  ever  questioned 
the  authority  of  the  Government,  their  contention  being  ad- 
dressed to  the  constitutionality  of  the  acts  of  Congress  prohibit- 
ing plural  marriages  and  to  other  legal  questions  appearing  in 

the  record.  . 

It  is  a significant  fact  that  right  at  that  time,  in  1889,  after 
plural  marriages  had  ceased  to  be  celebrated,  shortly  before 
the  manifesto  was  issued,  the  articles  of  faith  of  that  church 
were  sent  out  accompanied  by  expository  lectures  by  Dr.  James 
E.  Talmage,  the  greatest  authority  in  the  church  upon  all  blat- 
ters of  doctrine.  The  book  was  issued  in  1889  as  one  of  the 
authorized  publications  of  the  church  by  the  direction  of  the 
first  presidency  and  at  the  expense  of  the  church.  Since  that 
time  this  book  has  been  placed  in  the  hands  of  all  the  teachers 
of  the  church ; it  is  studied  in  all  the  schools  of  the  church ; 
every  missionary  of  the  church  carries  it  wherever  he  goes.  In 


7206 


14 


short,  it  is  an  authoritative  declaration  of  the  doctrines  in  re- 
spect to  the  matters  it  contains. 

I turn  to  the  twelfth  section  of  the  articles  of  faith,  which  I 
have  already  read. 

SUBMISSION  TO  SECULAR  AUTHORITY. 

We  believe  in  being  subject  to  kings,  presidents,  rulers,  and  magis- 
trates in  obeying,  honoring,  and  sustaining  the  law. 

The  author  of  these  lectures  says  in  relation  to  this : 

Among  other  virtues  the  church  in  its  teachings  should  impress  the 
duty,  of  a law-abiding  course,  and  the  people  should  show  forth  the 
effect  of  such  precepts  in  their  excellence  as  citizens  of  the  nation  and 
as  individuals  in  the  community  of  which  they  are  part. 

I do  not  stop  to  read  further  from  that  section  but  proceed 
to  the  third  section,  the  title  of  which  is  “ Obedience  to  the 
authority  enjoined  by  Scripture.”  Under  this  are  two  pages  of 
citations  from  Scripture,  showing  it  to  be  the  duty  of  a church 
to  recognize  such  authority. 

The  next  section  is  entitled  “ Examples  set  by  Christ  and  His 
apostles.”  Then  follow  three  pages  of  the  teachings  of  Christ 
and  His  apostles,  inculcating  precisely  the  same  doctrine. 

The  next  subdivision  of  the  lecture  relates  to  the  “ Book  of 
Mormon  teachings,”  and  in  that  I find  the  same  doctrine  is  pro- 
mulgated. 

The  next  subdivision  is  entitled  “ Mormon  revelation,”  and 
under  that  head  the  writer  makes  the  following  quotation : 

Let  no  man  break  the  laws  of  the  land,  for  he  that  keepeth  the  laws 
of  God  hath  no  need  to  break  the  laws  of  the  land,  wherefore,  be  sub- 
ject to  the  powers  that  be,  until  He  reigns  whose  right  it  is  to  reign, 
and  subdues  all  enemies  under  his  feet. 

I might  make  other  quotations,  but  must  hasten  on.  There 
is,  however,  one  which  I particularly  desire  to  read : 

And  that  law  of  the  land  which  is  constitutional,  supporting  that 
principle  of  freedom  in  maintaining  rights  and  privileges,  belongs  to 
all  mankind,  and  is  justifiable  before  me  ; therefore  I,  the  Lord,  justify 
you,  and  your  brethren  of  my  church,  in  befriending  that  law  which  is 
the  constitutional  law  of  the  land. 

Under  the  authority  of  that  provision  they  defended  the  cases 
before  mentioned  until  the  acts  of  Congress  were  pronounced 
constitutional,  and  then  they  surrendered  and  issued  the  mani- 
festo. 

I might  go  further  and  read  other  extracts  of  the  same  char- 
acter, but  I forbear. 

I come  now  to  section  23.  The  author  says : 

23.  An  illustration  of  such  suspension  of  divine  law  is  found  in  the 
action  of  the  church  regarding  the  matter  of  plural  or  polygamous 
marriage.  The  practice  referred  to  was  established  as  a result  of  direct 
revelation,  and  many  of  those  who  followed  the  same  felt  that  they 
were  divinely  commanded  so  to  do.  For  ten  years  after  polygamy  had 
been  introduced  into  Utah  as  a church  observance  no  law  was  enacted 
in  opposition  to  the  practice.  Beginning  with  1802,  however,  Federal 
statutes  were  framed  declaring  the  practice  unlawful  and  providing 
penalties  therefor.  The  church  claimed  that  these  enactments  were 
unconstitutional  and  therefore  void,  inasmuch  as  they  violated  the 
provision  in  the  National  Constitution  which  denies  the  Government 
power  to  make  laws  respecting  any  establishment  of  religion  or  pro- 
hibiting the  free  exercise  thereof.  Many  appeals  were  taken  to  the 
national  court  of  final  resort,  and  at  last  a decision  was  rendered  sus- 
taining the  antipolygamy  laws  as  constitutional  and  therefore  binding. 
The  church,  through  its  chief  officer,  thereupon  discontinued  the  prac- 
tice of  plural  marriage  and  announced  its  action  to  the  world,  solemnly 
placing  the  responsibility  for  the  change  upon  the  nation  by  whose 
laws  the  renunciation  had  been  forced. 
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That  is  a clause  contained  in  a book  issued  by  authority,  and. 
as  I said  before,  placed  in  the  hands  of  every  preacher  and 
every  teacher  and  every  missionary  and  introduced  into  every 
church  school  in  the  State  of  Utah  as  the  doctrine  of  the 
church.  Could  any  greater  absurdity  occur  than  to  claim  that 
the  church  which  holds  and  teaches  such  doctrine  as  that  could 
require  its  members  to  take  a secret  oath  of  hostility  to  the 
United  States  such  as  has  been  discussed  by  the  Senator  from 
Utah  this  morning,  which  would  in  effect  make  him  guilty  of 
treason  against  the  United  States? 

Mr.  BEVERIDGE.  May  I ask  the  Senator  a question? 
Those  are  the  articles  of  faith? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  The  articles  of  faith. 

Mr.  BEVERIDGE.  It  is  also  true,  is  it  not,  that  that  book 
is  circulated  by  the  church  more  than  all  the  rest  of  books  put 
together? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  I think  the  evidence  shows  that  it  is 
circulated  more  than  all  other  books*  put  together,  because  it  is 
a full  explanation  of  the  doctrines  of  the  church  on  every  sub- 
ject that  is  treated  upon  by  the  articles  of  faith. 

CONDITIONS  IN  UTAH  AFTER  THE  MANIFESTO  OF  1800  AND  PRIOR  TO  HER 
ADMISSION  AS  A STATE  IN  1896. 

With  the  year  1890,  and  the  promulgation  of  the  manifesto 
forbidding  plural  marriages,  ends  the  first  period  in  Utah’s 
history.  The  new  era  in  the  development  of  Utah,  which 
the  Senator  from  Utah  so  well  represents,  had  its  beginning  in 
the  manifesto  and  in  President  Harrison's  proclamation  of 
amnesty.  I advance  without  hesitation  the  proposition  that  the 
conditions  during  the  second  period,  extending  from  1890  to 
1896,  show  that  the  Mormon  Church  and  people  were  sincere. 
I do  not  mean  to  say  that  there  were  not  individual  exceptions. 
Until  the  millennium  comes  there  will  be  lapses  in  virtue; 
there  will  be  individual  violations  of  the  law  in  every  State  and 
in  every  country.  But  the  evidence  shows  that  in  the  mass  the 
people  of  Utah,  two-thirds  of  whom  are  Mormons,  were  law- 
abiding  citizens  during  that  period  and  have  remained  so  until 
the  present  time. 

I do  not  care  to  base  this  assertion  upon  the  testimony  of 
prejudiced  persons,  but  I go  for  information  to  the  official  re- 
port of  1891,  of  the  governor  of  Utah,  Arthur  L.  Thomas,  who 
was  appointed  to  his  office  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States.  He  says : 

When  the  Mormon  people  declared,  at  a general  gathering,  that 
polygamy  was  a -vital  part  of  their  religion,  I accepted  their  action  as 
a sincere  expression  of  their  views.  Now  that  they  have,  in  the  same 
public  wTay,  resolved  to  refrain  from  violating  the  law  prohibiting 
polygamy  in  the  future,  I think  their  action  should  be  regarded  as 
sincere  until  there  is  good  reason  for  thinking  otherwise. 

In  1892  Governor  Thomas  makes  another  report  and  says: 

I know  of  nothing  which  has  transpired  during  the  past  year  to  lead 
me  to  qualify  the  opinions  above  expressed,  so  far  as  the  Mormon 
leaders  and  the  Mormon  people  as  a whole  are  concerned.  I do  not 
believe  that  any  polygamous  marriages  have  taken  place  with  the  con- 
sent or  permission  of  the  Mormon  leaders,  and  I also  believe  that  it  is 
the  sincere  intention  of  the  Mormon  people  not  to  approve  or  sanction 
polygamous  marriages  for  the  future.  I also  believe  that  the  large 
majority  believe  it  now  to  be  wrong  to  live  in  unlawful  cohabitation. 

He  does  not  say  all,  but  he  says  that  a large  majority  now 
believe  it  to  be  wrong  to  live  in  polygamous  cohabitation. 
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There  is  no  doubt,  however — for  the*  evidence  on  this  point  is  con- 
clusive— that  many  persons  who  contracted  polygamous  marriages 
before  the  manifesto  was  issued  have  been  guilty  of  unlawful  cohabi- 
tation. Human  nature  does  not  change  by  the  kind  of  church  it  enters, 
and  there  are  Mormons  who,  because  they  have  the  opportunity,  are 
deliberately  violating  the  law  prohibiting  unlawful  cohabitation.  It  is 
to  be  regretted  that  the  sincerity  of  a whole  people  in  seeking  to  accom- 
plish a great  reform  should  he  placed  under  suspicion  by  the  acts  of  a 
few  but  such  is  the  case.  It  will  probably  be  some  time — it  may  be 
years- — before  the  practice  of  unlawful  cohabitation  will  finally  cease. 
I think,  though,  that  if  the  majority  of  the  Mormon  people  could  have 
their  way,  it  would  cease  now  and  forever. 

In  the  year  1893  Caleb  W.  West  was  governor  of  Utah.  He 
says  in  his  report : 

As  hereinbefore  stated,  the  practice  of  polygamy  has  been  absolutely 
abandoned.  The  People's  or  Mormon  Church  party  has  been  dissolved 
and  no  longer  has  either  an  organizati  n or  membership.  The  highest 
authorities  of  the  Mormon  Church,  their  chief  men  and  leaders,  upon 
all  proper  occasions  have  publicly  denied  that  they  claim  the  right  to, 
or  do,  or  will  attempt  to  exercise  any  church  influence  or  power  to 
control  the  political  action  of  its  members. 

In  1895  Governor  West  again  reports: 

It  should  be,  and  I trust  is,  a matter  of  infinite  satisfaction  to  the 
whole  country,  as  it  is  to  the  people  of  this  Territory,  that  the  move- 
ment begun  in  1886  to  obliterate  the  divisions,  remove  the  bitterness, 
and  heal  the  strife  existing  in  Utah,  which  had  so  long  prevented  its 
admission  as  a State,  are  about  to  be  consummated  in  the  entrance 
of  Utah  into  the  Union  as  a great  and  prosperous  State  with  a homo- 
geneous, thriving,  contented,  peaceful,  and  happy  people. 

It  will  be  noted  that  all  that  evidence  comes  from  an  official 
source,  a source  so  far  removed  from  church  influence  that 
added  weight  is  attached  to  it. 

CONDITIONS  EXISTING  SINCE  THE  ADMISSION  OF  UTAH  AS  A STATE. 

Mr.  President,  it  should  also  be  remembered  that  the  new  at- 
titude of  the  Mormon  Church  toward  polygamous  marriages 
was  adopted  ten  years  before  Reed  Smoot  became  an  apostle. 
It  should  also  be  remembered  that  Utah  became  a State  four 
years  before  Reed  Smoot  became  an  apostle,  and  in  the  enabling 
act  and  in  the  constitution  itself  is  given  that  provision  already 
recited : 

That  perfect  toleration  of  religious  sentiment  shall  be  secured,  and 
that  no  inhabitant  of  said  State  shall  ever  be  molested  in  person  or 
property  on  account  of  his  or  her  mode  of  religious  worship:  Provided, 
That  polygamous  or  plural  marriages  are  forever  prohibited. 

What  is  there  in  evidence  in  this  case  against  Reed  Smoot 
upon  which  it  can  be  claimed  that  he  should  be  denied  his  seat 
in  this  body? 

There  are  some  peculiar  things,  Mr.  President,  disclosed  in 
these  books  of  evidence,  things  which  have  surprised  me,  which 
I can  not  fully  understand,  but  which  it  is  necessary  to  examine 
when  we  consider  the  condition  of  affairs  in  Utah  since  the  ad- 
mission of  that  State  into  the  Union. 

This  question  has  come  to  me,  as  the  evidence  has  been  pre- 
sented, Is  there  a well-grounded  public  sentiment  in  Utah  back 
of  this  movement  to  unseat  Reed  Smoot?  If  there  is  a general 
public  sentiment  of  that  character  existing  among  the  people  of 
Utah,  why  was  Reed  Smoot  ever  elected?  Not  a shred  of  evi- 
dence has  been  presented  to  the  committee  indicating  that  there 
was  any  attempted  domination  of  church  authority,  that  any 
unfair  means  were  taken,  or  any  undue  influence  exerted  to 
bring  about  his  election  to  this  body. 

The  testimony  discloses  that  there  is  a ministerial  association 
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in  Utah.  Another  agency  in  this  prosecution  is  a Mr.  Critch- 
low,  who  drew  for  that  association  the  protest  which  has  been 
filed,  and  another  agent  is  one  Mr.  Owen,  whose  testimony  I 
propose  to  examine.  I have  been  unable  to  discover  any  well- 
defined  public  sentiment  in  Utah  supporting  this  protest,  and, 
this  being  so,  I have  been  led  to  examine  the  evidence  to  ascer- 
tain how  it  happened  to  be  made.  In  this  conneciton  I call 
attention  to  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Critchlow.  It  will  be  found  in 
volume  1,  page  601,  where,  in  answer  to  a question  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  Indiana  [Mr.  Beveridge],  he  said  that  he  wrote  this 
protest.  He  goes  on  to  tell  how  it  happened.  He  tells  how 
he  prepared  the  protest  in  the  Roberts  case  in  the  first  place, 
and  he  then  says : 

Mr.  Critchlow.  When  this  matter  came  up  he  [referring  to  Doctor 
Paden]  again  applied  to  me  and  said  that  he  was  one  of  the  committee 
of  the  ministerial  association  ; and  again,  as  a matter  of  general  interest 
as  a citizen,  I took  the  matter  up  and  studied  over  it  considerably,  and 
with  him  drafted  this  protest.  It  was  then  to  have  been  submitted  as 
a protest  from  the  ministerial  association.  I stated  to  him  that,  on 
account  of  the  prejudices  which  had  been  engendered  in  the  State 
against  the  ministerial  association — 

Now  mark  this — 

I stated  to  him  that  on  account  of  the  prejudices  which  had  been 
engendered  in  the  State  against  the  ministerial  association — 

Then  in  brackets — 

because  up  to  that  time  they  had  been  the  only  persons  who  had  ever 
protested  against  the  condition  of  affairs  there — if  others  than  mem- 
bers of  the  ministerial  association  could  be  gotten  to  sign  that  protest 
it  would  have  much  more  weight  locally  and  perhaps  some  more  weight 
in  the  country  at  large. 

That  was  a most  remarkable  statement.  Note  its  significance. 
The  only  persons  who  had  ever  protested  against  the  condition 
of  affairs  there  was  this  ministerial  association,  and  for  that 
reason  there  should  be  other  names  on  this  protest. 

He  then  goes  on  to  tell  how  he  personally  undertook  to  get 
those  names.  Later  on  in  his  testimony  I asked  him  this  ques- 
tion : 

Senator  Dillingham.  Then  are  we  to  understand  that  this  move- 
ment was  really  inaugurated  and  pushed  by  the  ministerial  association 
in  the  first  instance? 

Mr.  Critchlow.  In  the  first  instance  it  was  inaugurated  by  them 
because,  if  I may  say  so,  they  were  up  to  that  moment — 

Here  he  repeats  that  assertion — 

they  were  up  to  that  moment  the  only  persons  who  ever  made  any  pub- 
lic protest  against  the  condition  of  affairs  in  that  State. 

Later  on  in  his  testimony,  in  answer  to  the  question  by  the 
Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Overman],  he  testified  as 
follows : 

Senator  Overman.  I understand  you  reduced  this  to  form? 

Mr.  Critchlow.  I reduced  this  to  what  I supposed  to  be  a proper 
form  of  protest. 

Senator  Overman.  And  you  say  that  expresses  the  general  sentiment 
of  the  people? 

Mr.  Critchlow.  Yes  ; I do. 

Mr.  Van  Cott.  As  to  this  general  sentiment  that  you  have  mentioned, 
did  any  of  them  come  forward  and  volunteer  to  sign  your  protest? 

Mr.  Critchlow.  No,  sir.  They  knew  nothing  about  it  until  they 
were  asked  to  sign  it. 

Mr.  Van  Cott.  And  they  never  formed  any  affirmative  movement  to 
have  a protest  filed? 

Mr.  Critchlow.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Van  Cott.  With  the  exception  of  the  ministerial  association"? 

Mr.  Critchlow.  That  is  all. 
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Mr.  Van  Cott.  When  you  prepared  this  protest  did  these  nineteen 
Protestants  meet  together? 

Mr.  Critchlow.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Van  Cott.  You  obtained  signatures  separately? 

I do  not  stop  to  read  further.  The  portion  already  cited 
shows  just  what  the  condition  was  in  Utah  at  that  time.  There 
was  no  general  sentiment  back  of  such  a proposition  as  this. 

Mr.  BEVERIDGE.  Mr.  President 

The  VICE-PRESIDENT.  Does  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Indiana? 

Mr,  DILLINGHAM.  Certainly. 

Mr.  BEVERIDGE.  Does  it  not  show  the  Senator  that  Mr. 
Critchlow  did  not  even  read  the  petition  of  some  of  the  signers? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  It  does  show  that. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Mr.  President 

The  VICE-PRESIDENT.  Does  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  California? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  Gladly. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  May  I ask  the  Senator  from  Vermont  how 
many  in  numbers  did  the  Ministerial  Association  of  Utah  at 
that  time  consist  of,  or  about  the  number? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  I do  not  remember  that  the  evidence 
discloses  the  number  of  the  association’s  membership.  There 
are  seventeen  signers,-  as  I now  remember,  to  the  protest,  part  of 
them  belonging  to  the  ministerial  association  and  part  of  them 
laymen.  Nine  members  of  the  ministerial  association  signed 
the  protest,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Hopkins]  informs 
me. 

Mr.  PERKINS.  Does  that  comprise  the  whole  ministerial 
association? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  I do  not  know.  I would  not  say 
whether  it  did  or  not. 

Again  T refer  to  page  590  of  volume  1 of  Mr.  Critchlow’s 
testimony,  where  he  says : 

I think  I ought  to  say  in  that  connection  that  never  at  any  time,  so 
far  as  I am  aware,  were  the  personal  qualifications  of  Mr.  Smoot  or 
his  fitness,  outside  of  his  relations  to  the  presidency  and  apostolate  of 
the  church,  brought  into  question  by  anyone. 

Senator  Dillingham.  May  I inquire,  in  that  connection,  who  was 
responsible  for  this  form  of  petition  that  was  sent  broadcast  from  over 
the  country? 

Mr.  Critchlow.  You  are  referring  to  the  protest? 

Senator  Dillingham.  I am  referring  to  the  petitions  that  have  come 
into  the  Senate  from  every  State  and  almost  every  town  in  the  coun- 
try protesting  against  the  seating  of  Mr.  Smoot. 

Mr.  Critchlow.  I can  only  speak  from  information,  and  that  is  to 
the  effect  that  it  is  due  to  the  concerted  action  of  certain  organizations 
of  women,  the  Woman’s  Christian  Temperance  Union,  the  Interna- 
tional Congress  of  Mothers,  or  some  such  organization  as  that,  and,  I 
think,  the  Interdenominational  Council  of  Women,  if  I have  the  name 
correctly,  but  I speak  only  from  information  on  that  subject,  there 
being  no  organization  among  the  protestants  or  any  efforts  of  any 
kind  made  by  the  protestants. 

Then  the  question  came: 

Senator  Dillingham.  Did  the  ministerial  association  have  anything 
to  do  with  that,  so  far  as  you  know? 

Mr.  Critchlow.  I know  nothing  about  it,  but  I assume  from  the 
general  situation  that  as  far  as  possible  they  were  in  sympathy  with 
and  probably  forwarding  certain  of  the  petitions.  I may  say,  Senator, 
■there  were  certain  of  the  petitions  forwarded  which  I think  practically 
all  of  the  non-Mormons  of  Utah  deprecated  ; that  is,  those  charging,  in 
express  terms,  Mr.  Smoot  with  being  a polygamist. 

There  we  get  a glimpse  of  the  manner  in  which  many  of  the 
good  women  of  this  country  have  been  deceived,  and  they  are 
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good  women,  sincere  women,  possessed  of  high  ideals  and  lofty 
purposes,  lovers  of  their  country,  lovers  of  humanity,  devoted 
to  every  good  work  and  who  have  been  doing  God’s  service,  as 
they  think,  in  forwarding  these  petitions.  This,  I say,  is  the 
way  in  which  many  of  these  good  women  have  been  deceived. 
I have  been  surprised  at  the  extent  to  which  this  vile  libel  has 
been  believed.  From  my  own  experience  I may  say  I have 
never  discussed  the  question  of  Senator  Smoot’s  expulsion  with 
any  woman  who  had  not  entertained  the  belief  that  Reed  Smoot 
was  a polygamist.  It  is  too  bad.  It  is  a crime  against  society 
to  have  such  a false  report  go  out.  One  of  these  protestants, 
Mr.  Leilich,  made  a protest  of  his  own  and  filed  it  here,  charg- 
ing that  Reed  Smoot  is  a polygamist,  but  refused  to  give  the 
basis  upon  which  the  charge  was  made.  He  left  the  libel  stand- 
ing in  the  record,  and  it  has  gone  from  one  end  of  the  country 
to  the  other,  has  gone  into  the  homes  of  the  country,  and  the 
good  people  of  this  country  believe  a lie  regarding  this  man. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  Mr.  President 

The  VICE-PRESIDENT.  Does  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Idaho? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  I do. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  I desire  to  state  that  in  all  the  millions  of 
petitions  which  were  presented  to  the  Senate  there  is  not  one  of 
them,  I think,  that  alleges  that  Reed  Smoot  is  a polygamist. 
The  women  of  this  country  understand  the  question. 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  They  do  not  understand,  Mr.  President, 
that  he  is  not  a polygamist,  so  far  as  my  observation  goes. 

The  junior  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Sutherland]  in  his  re- 
marks the  other  day  cited  the  case  of  a minister  from  Utah — 
I do  not  remember  his  name — who  within  the  last  year  or  two 
throughout  the  East  went  about  preaching  that  Senator  Smoot 
was  a polygamist,  and  professing  to  give  the  names  of  his  vari- 
ous wives. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  The  name  of  that  minister  was  Clemen- 
son. 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  As  I say,  I do  not  remember  his  name, 
but  I remember  the  incident. 

HOW  EVIDENCE  OP  PLURAL  MARRIAGES  HAS  BEEN  SOUGHT. 

Now,  I wish  to  call  the  attention  of  the  Senate  to  the  testi- 
mony of  Mr.  Charles  M.  Owen,  found  in  volume  2,  page  395, 
which  indicates  to  some  extent  how  this  case  has  been  made  up 
and  by  whom  it  has  been  made.  Mr.  Owen  testifies  that  in 
January,  1899 — so  long  ago  as  that — 

In  January,  1899,  I received  an  offer  from  the  New  York  Journal  to 
act  as  its  correspondent  in  the  anti-Roberts  campaign.  The  New  York 
Journal  was  then  opening  or  had  determined  to  open  a campaign  having 
for  its  purpose  the  unseating,  if  possible,  of  Brigham  H.  Roberts,  then 
elected  to  Congress,  in  the  House  of  Representatives.  I accepted  the 
offer  under  the  provision  that  it  should  not  interfere  with  my  engineer- 
ing work.  Later  it  became  such  a burden  that  it  was  impossible  to 
carry  on  the  two,  both  my  engineering  work  and  my  newspaper  work, 
and  by  September  of  that  year 

Mr.  Worthington.  What  year  was  that? 

Mr.  Owen.  1889.  I gave  up  my  engineering  practice  entirely,  to 
devote  myself  to  the  carrying  on  of  the  antipolygamy  or  anti-Roberts 
campaign. 

Then  he  sates  that  he  remained  with  the  New  York  Journal 
until  1900,  and  then  makes  the  statement : 

I was  subsequently  retained — 
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Mark  the  statement — 

I was  subsequently  retained  by  the  Woman’s  Interdenominational 
Council,  of  New  York,  for  the  special  purpose  of  making  further  in- 
vestigation in  regard  to  the  State  of  Idaho,  which  I did. 

That  completed  I returned  to  my  engineering  practice  and  stayed 
with  it  until  January,  1903 — the  1st  of  January,  1903 — when  I was 
again  retained  on  behalf  of  the  protestants  in  the  Smoot  investigation 
and  my  duties  laid  along  the  former  lines  of  investigation  as  to  the 
practice  of  polygamy,  and  also  of  preparing  the  whole  evidence  to  be 
laid  before  the  Senate  Committee  on  Privileges  and  Elections  in  the 
matter  of  Mr.  Smoot's  right  to  a seat  in  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States. 

lie  takes  the  whole  credit  for  securing  all  this  evidence  pre- 
sented to  the  committee.  He  was  asked : 

Mr.  Tayler.  To  what  extent  have  you  traveled  over  Utah  and  the 
surrounding  country  gathering  informatics? 

Mr.  Owen.  Over  almost  the  whole  of  Utah.  There  is  a small  sec- 
tion in  the  south,  in  St.  George,  and  the  southeast  corner  of  Moab  and 
Monticello  that  I have  not  been  into  at  all.  With  that  exception, 
however,  I think  I can  say  that  I have  been  all  over  the  whole  of 
Utah,  almost  settlement  by  settlement,  at  different  times  ; over  a large 
portion  of  southeastern  Idaho  and  southern  Idaho  and  western  Wyo- 
ming completely. 

Mr.  Tayler.  And  in  making  these  journeys  what  effort  have  you 
made  to  learn  what  the  facts  were?  How  would  you  prosecute  your 
inquiries? 

Mr.  Owen.  There  is  hardly  a settlement  throughout  Utah,  Idaho, 
or  Wyoming,  a purely  Mormon  settlement,  where  there  is  not  either 
an  apostate  or  a member  of  the  church  in  good  standing  who  is 
opposed  quietly  to  the  practices ; there  is  hardly  a settlement  where 
I do  not  know  somebody  whom  I can  trust  and  whose  information  I 
can  rely  upon.  They  do  not  dare  to  express  themselves  openly,  but 
under  the  seal  of  confidence  and  protection  as  to  their  identity  I have 
undoubtedly  the  closest  information  possible,  and  I have  never  ac- 
cepted any  one  man's  statement  about  any  one  person’s  polygamy. 
I have  checked  and  checked  and  checked,  and  not  until  I have  satis- 
fied myself  of  the  truth  of  the  condition  have  I ever  made  any  state- 
ment about  it. 

These  quotations  from  Mr.  Owen’s  testimony  sufficiently  in- 
dicate who  he  is  and  the  character  of  the  man  who  has  had 
charge  of  the  work  of  securing  evidence  under  the  retainer  of 
the  ministerial  association. 

I find  also,  through  an  examination  of  the  accounts  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Senate,  that  Mr.  Owen  has  received  from  the 
contingent  fund  of  the  Senate  something  over  a thousand  dol- 
lars for  attendance  as  a witness  before  the  committee  and  for 
his  traveling  expenses. 

THE  RESULT  OF  THE  QUEST. 

What  has  been  proved?  What  has  he  produced?  No  legal 
proof  has  been  presented  to  the  committee  of  any  plural  mar- 
riage in  Utah  since  the  manifesto  of  1890,  made  with  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  church  authorities  or  by  their  connivance. 

Mr.  BEVERIDGE.  Mr.  President 

The  VICE-PRESIDENT.  Does  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
vield  to  the  Senator  from  Indiana? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  With  pleasure. 

Mr.  BEVERIDGE.  Is  it  not  time  that  not  only  have  there 
been  no  plural  marriages  in  Utah  since  1890  with  the  consent 
of  the  Mormon  Church,  but  is  it  not  also  true  that  there  have 
been  no  plural  marriages  contracted  with  or  without  the  au- 
thority of  the  church  inside  of  the  United  States,  and  that  the 
one  where  there  was  any  proof  secured  occurred  in  Mexico,  and 
that  the  other,  of  which  there  was  rumor  only,  occurred  in 
Canada  ? 
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Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  I think  that  is  true.  I know  of  that  one 
only. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  Mr.  President 

The  VICE-PRESIDENT.  Does  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Idaho? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  I do. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  Do  each  of  these  Senators  contend  that  none 
of  the  apostles — apostles,  mind  you — has  entered  into  a plural 
marriage  since  the  manifesto? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  I can  answer  that  question.  That  was 
just  what  I was  going  to  take  up. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  I will  bunch  the  question,  and  ask,  Does  the 
Senator  from  Indiana  contend  that  the  apostles  of  the  Mormon 
Church  have  not  entered  into  plural  marriages  since  the  mani- 
festo? 

Mr.  BEVERIDGE.  Mr.  President,  I object  to  being  bunched ; 
but  if  the  Senator  from  Vermont  wishes  me  to  do  so,  I will 
answer  that  one  question.  . 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  Very  well. 

Mr.  BEVERIDGE.  There  were  two  of  them  who  entered 
into  polygamous  relations. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  Plural  marriages? 

Mr.  BEVERIDGE.  Yes ; plural  marriages ; and  they  have 
been  deposed  from  their  offices,  expelled  from  the  Mormon 
Church,  and  are  now  fugitives  from  justice. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  Immediately  before  the  final  vote  is  taken 
in  the  Smoot  case — that  is  irrelevant,  however — you  admit 
that  apostles  have  entered  into  plural  marriages  since  the 
manifesto? 

Mr.  BEVERIDGE.  No;  I do  not.  I say  if  they  did— I do 
not  think  that  has  been  proven  by  evidence. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  That  is  also  irrelevant. 

Mr.  BEVERIDGE.  Mr.  President,  I do  not  intend 

The  VICE-PRESIDENT.  The  Chair  must  insist  upon  the 
rule  that  Senators  address  the  Chair  and  receive  recognition 
before  proceeding. 

Mr.  BEVERIDGE.  Mr.  President,  I am  not  conducting  this 
debate,  but  I call  the  attention  of  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
to  what  I remember  of  the  testimony  which  he  has  before  him. 
and  he  says  that  it  is  not  proven ; but  I have  not  yet  heard  the 
Senator  from  Idaho  or  anybody  else  who  is  against  Senator 
Smoot,  in  talking  about  the  alleged  plural  marriages  of  the 
two  apostles,  state  that  it  is  not  true  that  both  of  them  have 
been  deposed  from  their  official  positions,  expelled  from  the 
church,  driven  from  the  country,  and  are  now  fugitives  from 
justice.  The  Senator  from  Vermont  will  know  whether  or  not 
the  evidence  does  not  show  that  that  action  was  taken  against 
them  upon  the  motion  of  Senator  Smoot.  It  is  only  fair  to 
state  that. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  Mr.  President 

The  VICE-PRESIDENT.  Does  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Idaho? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  I will  answer  the  Senator’s  question  as 
to  John  W.  Taylor,  who,  I suppose,  is  the  apostle  to  whom  the 
Senator  refers. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  Yes. 

The  VICE-PRESIDENT.  Does  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Idaho? 
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Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  I can  not  yield  to  that  Senator  or  any- 
body else  for  a colloquy.  I will  answer  his  question. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  I should  like  to  know  whether  the  Senator 
from  Indiana 

The  VICE-PRESIDENT.  The  Senator  from  Vermont  has  not 
yielded  to  the  Senator  from  Idaho. 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  Mr.  President,  when  this  investigation 
was  in  progress,  it  appeared  in  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Owen  that 
by  repute  Apostle  Taylor  and  Apostle  Cowley  had  since  1890 
taken  plural  wives.  That  was  as  far  as  he  went.  He  knew 
nothing  about  it.  It  was  by  repute  pure  and  simple.  War- 
rants were  issued  summoning  these  apostles  to  appear  before 
the  committee,  but  they  failed  to  come.  Subsequent  investiga- 
tion disclosed  the  fact  that  they  were  in  Canada,  beyond  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  and,  so  far  as  I know  and 
so  far  as  the  evidence  discloses,  they  are  in  Canada  at  this 
time.  When  Senator  Smoot  was  upon  the  stand  he  was  asked 
this  question: 

Mr.  Worthington.  * * * What  knowledge,  if  any,  have  you  as 

to  Apostle  Taylor  having  taken  a plural  wife  since  the  manifesto,  ex- 
cept the  evidence  which  has  been  given  in  this  case? 

Senator  Smoot.  That  is  all  I know  about  it — what  I have  heard 
here.  I never  heard  of  it  before  I heard  of  it  in  this  room. 

That  is  a clear  and  explicit  statement.  Later  on  in  one  of 
the  councils  of  the  church  the  question  of  the  standing  of  these 
men  was  raised.  They  have  a custom  in  the  Mormon  Church  of 
passing  upon  the  character  of  their  various  officials.  They  call 
it  “ sustaining,”  I think,  the  person.  It  appears  that  Senator 
Smoot  was  present  at  the  first  council  held  after  his  return  to 
Utah  that  year  and  he  questioned  the  advisability  of  sustaining 
these  men  against  whom  this  charge  had  been  made.  The  presi- 
dent of  the  church  replied  that  he  must  know  that  no  one  could 
be  deposed  without  a trial.  So,  under  these  conditions,  they 
were  “sustained”  for  the  time;-but  in  October,  1904,  two  years 
before  the  ending  of  the  taking  of  testimony  in  this  case,  upon 
the  initiation  of  Senator  Smoot  both  of  these  apostles  were  de- 
posed from  the  apostleship  and  have,  so  far  as  anybody  knows, 
never  been  in  the  United  States  since  that  time.  There  is  not 
one  word  of  testimony  showing  that  either  one  of  them  was 
married  in  the  United  States  or  that  any  officer  of  the  church 
ever  knew  of  their  having  been  married  in  the  United  States. 
All  who  testified  were  as  clear  and  distinct  in  their  denial  of  any 
knowledge  of  such  marriages  as  Senator  Smoot  has  been. 

Mr.  Owen  mentions  one  Newton,  and  says  he  is  reputed  to 
have  taken  a plural  wife  since  1890.  No  one  knows  anything 
about  Newton,  because  when  last  heard  from  he  was  in  Alaska. 
We  do  not  know  whether  such  marriage  occurred  or  not.  It  is 
simply  a question  of  repute.  Very  likely  the  charge  is  true.  I 
think  there  have  been  marriages ; but  so  far  as  the  evidence 
goes  it  fails  to  establish  a single  plural  marriage  in  Utah.  An- 
other case  is  that  of  A.  M.  Cannon 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  Mr.  President 

The  VICE-PRESIDENT.  Does  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Idaho? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  With  pleasure. 

Mi?.  DUBOIS.  Does  the  Senator  from  Vermont  remember 
that  Mr.  Newton,  with  his  plural  wife  and  baby,  was  subpoe- 
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naed  to  come  here  and  testify,  with  the  statement  that  his  ex 
penses  would  be  paid,  but  that  he  did  not  come? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  No ; I was  not  aware  of  that  fact ; but 
if  the  Senator  says  so,  I have  no  doubt  it  is  true. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  The  Senator  does  say  so. 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  As  I have  already  said,  I think  there 
have  been  plural  marriages,  but  am  of  the  opinion  that  they 
have  been  exceedingly  rare,  and  those  who  have  entered  into 
them  have  not  done  so  openly  or  with  the  knowledge  or  with 
the  approval  of  the  church,  and  the  attitude  of  the  church  as  a 
body  is  the  question  most  in  issue  here. 

Returning  to  the  case  of  Mr.  Cannon,  it  was  claimed  that  he 
was  married  on  the  high  seas.  It  was  not  claimed  that  he  was 
married  in  Utah.  He  died  twenty  days  after  his  reported  mar-, 
riage,  and  the  evidence  of  the  fact  is  the  statement  of  his  wife,* 
who  says  that  he  confessed  to  her  on  his  dying  bed  that  he  had 
married  the  person  mentioned,  and  the  wife  says  he  died  of 
remorse  because  of  having  done  so.  He  was  a prominent  man 
in  Utah,  a man  respected  by  everybody  on  both  sides  of  this 
question.  I have  seen  an  editorial  in  the  Salt  Lake  Tribune 
that  paid  him  the  highest  tribute  imaginable  for  worth  and 
general  excellence.  Personally  I have  no  doubt  that  he  did 
take  a plural  wife,  as  stated,  but  secretly  and  without  the 
knowledge  of  his  closest  friends.  And  from  what  has  been  said 
of  his  character  I am  prepared  to  believe  the  statement  of  Mrs. 
Cannon  regarding  the  sense  of  remorse. 

There  is  also  the  case  of  J.  M.  Tanner. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  He  is  an  apostle? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  Tanner? 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  Yes. 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  No ; I do  not  understand  that  he  is. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  The  Senator  is  right.  But  he  is  a high  officer 
of  the  church. 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  He  was  a teacher.  He  has  been  deposed 
from  the  church.  He  is  also  in  Canada.  If  he  has  ever  mar- 
ried, we  do  not  know  when  it  was,  where  it  wTas,  or  by  whom, 
and  there  is  not  a word  of  evidence  showing  that  he  was  mar- 
ried with  the  knowledge  of  the  church. 

The  next  case  is  that,  alleged  to  have  occurred  in  Mexico, 
of  James  F.  Johnson  and  Mrs.  Kennedy,  mentioned  by  the  Sen- 
ator from  Utah  [Mr.  Smoot]  this  morning.  The  evidence  shows 
that,  being  in  Mexico,  they  went  to  Apostle  Teasdale  and  asked 
permission  to  be  married.  He  told  them  that  it  was  against  the 
law  of  the  church  to  take  a plural  wife  and  utterly  refused 
consent.  It  now  appears,  however,  that  they  made  a secret 
journey  of  70  miles  through  the  mountains,  where,  it  is  said, 
they  found  a missionary,  who  performed  the  marriage  cere- 
mony, but  it  was  not  disclosed  to  him  that  it  was  a plural 
marriage.  Then  we  have  the  case  of  B.  Cluff,  jr.,  president  of 
the  academy  at  Provo.  He  went  on  a long  trip  to  South  Amer- 
ica. While  in  Mexico  he  married  a Miss  Reynolds,  formerly  a 
pupil  of  his,  I think.  The  evidence  tends  to  show  that  they 
were  married  in  Mexico,  but  by  whom  and  under  what  circum- 
stances nobody  knows. 

Mr.  HOPKINS.  But  without  the  sanction  of  the  church. 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  Without  the  sanction  of  the  church 
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and  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States.  He  is  in 
Mexico  now. 

The  protestants,  through  their  agents,  have  raked  and  scraped 
the  country  to  find  evidence  of  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  the 
church,  and  in  their  zeal  they  bring  before  the  committee 
the  peculiar  case  of  George  Teasdale,  who  is  charged  with  hav- 
ing taken  a plural  wife.  It  appears  that  he  had  entered  into 
a celestial  marriage  with  a servant  in  his  family,  a deformed 
person,  but  they  never  cohabited.  It  is  true  that  he  took  a wife 
after  1890.  There  is  no  question  about  it.  His  marriage  to 
this  maid  was  afterwards  declared  to  have  been  void.  It  is 
clear  that  when  he  married  he  supposed  that  he  had  the  right 
to  do  so.  There  was  also  Charles  Merrill,  son  of  the  apos- 
tle. He  had  a legal  wife  and  a plural  wife.  The  legal 
wife  died,  and  instead  of  doing  what  he  ought  to  have  done,  by 
marrying  the  plural  wife,  he  married  another  woman.  It  was 
not  technically  a case  of  bigamy,  but  it  was  reprehensible  in 
the  highest  degree.  There  is  also  the  case  of  Josiali  Hickman, 
who  was  a professor  at  Provo.  His  legal  wife  was  dead,  but 
his  plural  wife  was  living,  and  he  is  living  with  her  without 
having  remarried  her.  Mr.  Hickman,  a gentleman  of  education 
and  culture,  testified  that  he  had  always  intended  to  remarry 
her,  but,  in  his  eyes,  she  was  just  as  much  his  wife  as  if  he  had 
remarried  her.  I respected  the  man  for  the  statement  he  made. 
I only  cite  the  case  for  the  purpose  of  showing  how  closely  to 
the  ground  this  dagnet  is  drawn  to  bring  in  cases  which  can  be 
criticised. 

Mr.  Owen  also  mentioned  John  Silver,  Heber  Bennion,  Win- 
slow Farr,  and  B.  Rathall.  It  is  only  by  repute  that  we  know 
they  have  taken  wives,  for  they  were  not  summoned  here.  Not 
a word  of  evidence  was  produced  against  them,  nor  were  they 
summoned  to  come  here  and  explain.  I also  refer  to  the  case 
of  Thomas  Chamberlain,  who  was  summoned,  but  did  not  ap- 
pear. There  may  have  been  a reason  for  his  not  coming,  and 
he  may  have  married  a plural  wife.  I do  not  know. 

Mr.  Owen  also  testified  that  Apostle  Merrill,  an  old  man,  was 
reputed  to  have  taken  a plural  wife.  During  the  session  of  the 
committee  and  while  he  was  on  his  dying  bed  he  made  an  affi- 
davit and  sent  it  to  the  committee  indignantly  denying  the  re- 
port and  affirming  that  the  charge  was  not  true  and  that  he 
had  taken  no  plural  wife.  David  Eccles,  also  by  repute,  was 
said  to  have  taken  a plural  wife.  He  appeared  before  the  com- 
mittee and  denied  the  charge,  and  there  is  no  proof  against  him. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  The  woman  he  is  charged  with  having 
married  was  also  here. 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  The  woman  he  is  charged  with  having 
married  also  appeared. 

Taking  these  cases  and  making  an  analysis  of  them,  it  ap- 
pears that  five  cases,  perhaps,  have  occurred  where  there  may 
have  been  plural  marriages.  Four  of  the  men  connected  with 
those  plural  marriages  are  fugitives  from  justice,  living  in  Can- 
ada, and  one  is  dead,  and  there  is  not  a word  in  evidence  that 
anybody  connected  with  the  church  knew  of  either  one  of  them. 

In  Mexico,  out  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  there 
have  been  two  cases,  but  taking  all  the  alleged  cases  together 
they  will  not  average  two  in  a year  since  the  manifesto  was 
issued. 
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This  shows  the  record  since  189G,  when  Utah  was  admitted 
into  the  sisterhood  of  States.  I do  not  know  what  the  record 
will  show  as  to  bigamous  marriages  in  other  States.  I have  not 
taken  pains  to  inquire,  but  I do  think,  considering  the  people 
of  Utah  had  been  taught  the  validity  of  plural  marriages,  that 
this  record,  compiled  at  so  much  expense  and  so  much  pains  by 
Mr.  Owen,  shows  a very  remarkable  observance  of  the  law  on 
the  part  of  the  people  of  Utah. 

POLYGAMOUS  COHABITATION. 

Now,  a word  upon  the  question  which  has  been  suggested  by 
my  friend  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Dubois]  as  to  violations  of  the  law 
regarding  polygamous  cohabitation.  Among  those  who  took 
plural  wives  previous  to  1890 — which  cases  are  known  as  Mor- 
mon marriages — there  have  been  without  question  violations 
of  the  law.  It  was  expected  at  the  time  Utah  was  admitted  as 
a State  that  there  would  be  such  violations  of  the  law  in  indi- 
vidual cases.  But  it  is  probable  that  three-quarters  of  the  men 
having  plural  wives  stood  for  the  observance  of  the  obligation 
of  the  law  and  withheld  from  polygamous  cohabitation.  On 
the  other  hand,  there  have  been  individuals  who  have  not  so 
done.  I do  not  stand  here  to  defend  them  for  a moment.  The 
thing  that  has  shocked  this  country  and  helped  to  arouse  it 
more  than  anything  else  was  the  truthful  statement  made  by 
the  president  of  the  church,  Mr.  Smith,  when  on  the  stand,  that 
he  had  violated  the  law  in  that  regard  himself — a fact  that  was 
not  generally  known  until  he  himself  testified  before  the  com- 
mittee. 

The  whole  country  was  naturally  shocked  by  the  admission. 
I was  shocked  also.  But  speaking  now  of  the  people  of  Utah 
as  a whole,  I am  bound  to  say  that  it  is  a most  remarkable 
achievement  that  polygamous  marriages  have  been  stamped 
out  so  completely  as  they  seem  to  have  been.  It  is  equally  re- 
markable that  there  has  been  so  little  of  polygamous  cohabita- 
tion. The  change  for  the  better,  as  Judge  McCarty  put  it, 
“has  been  phenomenal .”  In  judging  of  the  situation  we  have  to 
remember  that  each  one  of  these  plural  wives  was  in  her  own 
conscience  and  in  her  own  mind  just  as  much  the  wife  of  her 
husband  as  his  legal  wife  could  be. 

The  situation  was  peculiar  and  grave.  I do  not  know  that 
it  can  be  better  presented  than  by  reading  an  extract  from  the 
speech  of  the  junior  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Sutherland],  a 
non-Mormon,  a resident  of  Salt  Lake  City,  and  who  is  thor- 
oughly informed  regarding  the  conditions  there.  He  said: 

Mr.  Sutherland.  Considering  this  testimony,  Mr.  President,  it  must 
be  seen  that  this  situation,  which  confronted  us  out  in  Utah  after  the 
manifesto  was  issued,  was  one  which  bristled  with  difficulties,  was  one 
which  must  be  approached  from  the  standpoint  of  practical  statesman- 
ship rather  than  from  the  standpoint  of  the  religious  reformer.  Those 
men  and  women  who  entered  into  these  marriages  were  not  inspired  by 
lust.  They  were  good  men  ; they  were  pure  women.  Any  man  who 
has  lived  in  the  State  of  Utah,  who  has  mingled  with  them  in  their 
daily  life,  who  has  sat  at  their  firesides,  and  who  has  talked  with  them 
must  admit  that  this  is  a fact. 

Congress  bad  demanded  no  pledge  against  polygamous  co- 
habitation on  the  part  of  those  who  contracted  plural  marriages 
prior  to  1890,  and  their  relations  were  by  themselves  considered 
pure,  wholesome,  and  God-ordained. 

It  was  supposed  by  all  classes,  Mormon  and  Gentile,  that 
time  would  banish  these  conditions  and  that  it  was  wisdom  to 
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let  time  do  the  work.  Public  sentiment  was  against  prosecu- 
tions. Judge  McCarty  testified: 

I prosecuted  them  before  the  United  States  commissioners  up  until 
1893,  when  the  United  States  attorney  refused  to  allow  my  accounts 
for  services  for  that  kind  of  work,  and  then  I quit  and  confined  my 
investigations  before  the  grand  jury  in  those  cases. 

Mr.  Critclilow,  who  drafted  the  protest,  testified  frankly  upon 
this  question.  He  states  the  situation  so  clearly  that  I will  ask 
to  have  his  testimony  incorporated  in  my  remarks  without  read- 
ing it  at  this  time. 

The  VICE-PRESIDENT.  In  the  absence  of  objection,  per- 
mission is  granted. 

The  testimony  referred  to  is  as  follows : 

Mr.  Cuitchlow.  I think  that  in  all  probability,  as  near  as  I can  get 
at  my  state  of  mind  at  that  time,  it  was,  that  very  shortly  after  the 
manifesto,  under  the  conditions  that  existed  and  that  we  thought  were 
going  to  exist,  there  was  no  inclination  on  the  part  of  the  prosecuting 
officers  to  push  these  matters  as  to  present  cohabitation — I think  that 
is  so — thinking  it  was  a matter  that  would  immediately  die  out. 

Mr.  Van  Cott.  John  Henry  Smith  was  there? 

Mr.  Critchlow.  I think  so. 

Mr.  Van  Cott.  It  was  well  known  that  he  was  living  in  unlawful 
cohabitation  ? 

Mr.  Critchlow.  That  was  our  understanding  of  it. 

Mr.  Van  Cott.  So  well  known  was  this,  was  it  not,  to  non-Mormons 
there  generally,  that  where  they  knew  that  a prominent  Mormon  was 
living  in  unlawful  cohabitation  they  made  no  objection  to  it  in  the  way 
of  protesting  to  the  officers?  Is  not  that  true? 

Mr.  Critchlow.  Do  you  mean  the  non-Mormons  generally? 

Mr.  Van  Cott.  I mean  the  non-Mormons  generally. 

Mr.  Critchlow.  1 think  that  is  true. 

Mr.  Van  Cott.  They  were  disposed  to  let  things  go? 

Mr.  Critchlow.  Yes,  sir ; I think  so. 

Mr.  Van  Cott.  That  was  the  general  feeling? 

Mr.  Critchlow.  Yes.  sir ; I think  so. 

Senator  Overman.  When  was  that? 

Mr.  Critchlow.  During  the  time  of  the  manifesto,  in  September, 
1890,  on  down  to  very  recent  times  ; pretty  nearly  up  to  date,  or  prac- 
tically up  to  date.  Perhaps  even  now,  if  I was  going  to  say  what  was 
the  general  inclination 

Senator  Overman.  The  general  inclination  in  Utah  is  not  to  prose- 
cute Mr.  Smith? 

Mr.  Critchlow.  The  general  inclination  in  Utah  is  not  to  prose 
cute  Mr.  Smith. 

Senator  Beveridge.  Then  what  have  you  to  say,  on  that  point,  as 
showing  the  great  popular  indignation? 

Mr.  Critchlow.  There  is  no  inclination  on  the  part  of  the  non-Mor- 
mons, and  I suppose  the  Senator  refers  to  non-Mormons,  rather  than 
to  Mormons — there  is  no  sentiment  there  in  Utah,  no  great  amount  of 
sentiment  there  in  Utah,  that  would  favor  putting  Joseph  F.  Smith  in 
the  attitude  of  being  persecuted  for  his  religion. 

Mr.  Van  Cott.  You  speak  of  the  -general  disinclination  to  prosecute 
Mr.  Smith  at  the  present  time.  That  is  true  generally  of  polygamists 
who  were  such  before  the  manifesto,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Critchlow.  Yes,  sir ; it  is  so. 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  The  position  that  he  took  and  that 
taken  by  others  is  sustained  by  the  testimony  of  Judge  White- 
cotton,  of  Provo ; by  Hiram  E.  Booth,  of  Salt  Lake  City ; by 
Arthur  Pratt,  who  was  United  States  marshal  for  years  and 
years ; by  Mr.  Thomas,  a non-Mormon  living  in  Salt  Lake ; by 
Glenn  Miller,  United  States  marshal ; by  Mr.  John  W.  Hughes, 
editor;  by  Mr.  Coulter,  and  by  Mr.  Stephens,  the  latter  being 
secretary  of  the  Young  Men’s  Christian  Association  at  Salt 
Lake,  a man  universally  esteemed  and  beloved,  who  describes 
the  situation  in  this  way : 

7 meant  to  say  that  I think  my  children  would  have  grown  to  man- 
hood knowing  little  or  nothing  about  these  old  conditions,  except  for 
the  fact  that  it  had  been  a matter  of  such  public  notoriety  in  the 
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newspapers  recently.  I do  not  want  to  be  understood  as  saying  that 
it  was  not  to  some  extent  knoion. 

The  conditions  in  Utah  were  so  quiet  that  if  polygamous  co- 
habitation existed  it  was  in  a way  that  did  not  attract  public 
attention.  As  I said  before,  it  was  only  when  Mr.  Smith  was 
brought  before  the  committee  and  made  his  confession  that 
the  country  became  so  thoroughly  aroused  upon  this  question. 
Under  the  conditions  indicated  it  was  thought  by  everybody 
upon  the  ground,  Mormons  and  non-Mormons,  that  it  was  better 
to  let  the  matter  die  out  naturally.  Mr.  Smoot  testified  that 
.he  was  never  in  any  house  of  President  Smith  except  the  house 
of  his  legal  wife.  He  was  not  made  an  apostle  until  ten  years 
after  the  manifesto  was  issued,  and  four  years  after  Utah  was 
admitted  as  a State.  He  has  been  no  more  guilty  of  laxity 
in  failing  to  prosectlte  these  cases  than  every  other  citizen  of 
prominence  in  Utah,  Mormon  or  Gentile.  The  evidence  shows 
how  fully  the  expectation  has  been  realized  that  these  matters 
would  die  out. 

POLYGAMOUS  FAMILIES  WILL  SOON  BE  A THING  OF  THE  PAST. 

I shall  not  occupy  much  more  of  the  time  of  the  Senate,  but 
I must  call  attention  to  some  very  significant  figures  that  have 
appeared  in  evidence,  showing  what  the  condition  in  regard  to 
polygamous  families  has  been  and  is  in  Utah.  It  appears  from 
a careful  census  made  in  1890,  the  year  when  President  Wood- 
ruff issued  his  manifesto  against  further  polygamous  marriages, 
that  there  were  2,451  such  families  belonging  to  the  church  of 
Jesus  Christ  of  Latter-Day  Saints  in  the  United  States.  In  the 
succeeding  nine  years  this  number  was  so  far  reduced  that  in 
October,  1899,  there  remained  only  1,543  such  families.  In  May, 
1902,  three  years  later,  a complete  and  thorough  inquiry  showed 
that  the  original  number  in  1891  had  been  reduced  63  per  cent, 
leaving  only  897  such  families  in  the  United  States ; and  the 
latest  estimate  made  indicates  that,  instead  of  there  being 
2,451  such  families,  as  there  were  in  1890,  there  are  not  at 
the  present  time  more  than  500  of  them  remaining,  and  they 
are  among  the  old  people  of  Utah.  At  this  rate  of  decrease 
polygamous  families  will  soon  be  a thing  of  the  past,  and  as 
plural  marriages  are  now  a thing  of  the  past,  Utah  will  occupy 
the  position  longed  for  by  Senator  Smoot — a State  with  no 
elements  of  polygamous  life  in  being. 

A further  evidence  of  the  progress  in  Utah  is  found  in  the 
city  of  Salt  Lake  City,  the  very  home  of  Mormonism,  where  the 
temple  is  located.  The  testimony  of  Mr.  Hughes,  an  editor,  dis- 
closes to  what  an  extent  the  number  of  polygamous  families  has 
decreased. 

Mr.  Van  Cott.  What  is  the  population  of  Salt  Lake  City? 

Mr.  Hughes.  It  is  approximately  70,000  to  75,000. 

Mr.  Van  Cott.  Has  this  investigation  been  recent? 

Mr.  Hughes.  About  two  weeks  ago. 

Mr.  Van  Cott.  How  many  polygamists  did  you  find  in  -Salt  Lake 
City? 

Mr.  Hughes.  Seventy-four. 

Seventy-four  men  with  plural  wives  out  of  a population  of 
seventy  or  seventy-five  thousand  people. 

Mr.  Van  Cott.  And  how  many  over,  say,  60  years  of  age  and 
under  70? 

Mr.  Hughes.  I think  more  than  fifty  of  them  were  over  60. 

Seventy  polygamists,  and  a great  majority  of  them  are  over 
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60  years  of  age.  How  many  will  there  be  In  ten  years  from 
now  ? 

The  present  chief  justice  of  the  supreme  court  of  Utah,  a 
non-Mormon,  speaking  of  the  condition  in  the  whole  State,  tes- 
tified : 

Mr.  McCarty.  Oh,  the  change  has  been  phenomenal. 

Mr.  Worthington.  Phenomenal? 

Mr.  McCarty.  Yes ; phenomenal.  There  are  only  a very  few.  In 
the  little  town  in  which  1 resided  there  for  over  twenty  years  there 
were  a large  number  of  polygamists.  Oh,  there  must  have  been  in  the 
neighborhood  of  twenty  of  them  ; and  I can  not  call  to  mind  now  hut 
three  of  those  old  men  who  are  living. 

There  you  have  the  picture  of  the  State  of  Utah  as  reflected 
by  the  picture  of  the  town  in  which  the  witness  resides.  Again, 
in  answer  to  Senator  Foraker,  Mr.  Stephens  testified  as  follows 
regarding  the  future  of  the  State: 

Senator  Foraker.  Do  you  think  polygamous  cohabitation  will  entirely 
pass  away  with  the  death  of  the  men  who  married  plural  wives  before 
the  manifesto? 

Mr.  Stephens.  I do,  sir,  if  there  are  no  more  plural  marriages. 

Senator  Foraker.  What  is  your  judgment  as  to  plural  marriages? 
I understand  you  to  have  expressed  one,  but  I want  you  to  express  it 
again. 

Mr.  Stephens.  As  to  whether  there  will  be  more? 

Senator  Foraker.  Yes. 

Mr.  Stephens.  I think  they  will  be  just  as  rare  as  bigamy  among 
people  generally.  Oh,  I would  not  say  quite  as  rare  as  that ; very 
rare.  It  would  be  only  in  the  case  of  an  utter  fanatic,  who  would 
perhaps  impose  upon  the  officiating  officer  in  order  to  get  a plural  wife. 

Later,  in  his  testimony,  he  says: 

I think.  Senator,  that  at  the  time  the  United  States  law  went  into 
effect  there  were  few  polygamous  marriages  being  solemnized,  and  the 
feeling  of  the  Mormon  people,  as  a whole,  would  tend  to  suppress  evi- 
dence in  a case  of  polygamy  ; but  now  I think  the  universal  sentiment 
is  that  no  punishment  could  be  too  severe  for  one  who  went  into  it. 

Further  on  in  his  testimony  he  said : 

I would  say  that  there  is  a far  more  general  disposition  to  prosecute, 
and  there  is  no  disposition  to  cover  it  up  or  evade  or  anything  of  that 
kind ; and  I believe  the  plural  marriages  that  have  been  solemnized 
have  been  done  secretly,  and  perhaps  in  some  other  State.  I do  not 
know  anything  about  it.  I know  it  would  be  a foolhardy  man  who 
would  undertake  to  let  it  be  known  so  it  could  be  prosecuted.  He 
would  go  to  the  penitentiary  very  quickly. 

action  of  the  high  church  authorities. 

Now,  as  bearing  upon  the  question  whether  what  has  been 
called  the  hierarchy  is  a self-perpetuating  body  which  has  en- 
tered into  a conspiracy  to  perpetuate  the  system  of  polygamy,  I 
desire  to  call  attention  to  the  changes  that  have  been  made 
in  that  body  since  1890.  The  hierarchy,  as  it  has  been  called 
by  the  protestants,  consists  of  twenty-six  persons,  the  presi- 
dent and  his  two  counselors,  making  three,  called  the  first  presi- 
dency ; the  patriarch,  one ; twelve  apostles,  seven  first  coun- 
selors of  the  seventies,  and  three  presiding  bishoprics,  making  in 
all  twenty-six.  In  1890  the  polygamists  in  that  body  of  twenty- 
six  numbered  twenty-three.  There  were  only  three  monoga- 
mists. Mark  the  progress  in  ten  years.  In  1900  the  polygamists 
had  been  reduced  from  twenty-three  to  fifteen ; the  monoga- 
mists had  increased  from  three  to  eleven.  At  the  present  time 
this  body  contains  only  nine  polygamists,  while  against  these 
stand  Seventeen  monogamists. 

Again,  of  the  fourteen  new  appointments  made  to  these 
office®  since  1890  twelve  have  been  monogamists  and  two  polyg- 
amists. 
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What  evidence  is  found  in  these  figures  that  this  so-called 
self-perpetuating  body  is  perpetuating  itself  in  a way  to  re- 
estahdish  or  to  uphold  polygamous  marriages?  With  polyg- 
amists disappearing  at  this  rate,  this  will  soon  be  a body  of 
which  not  a member  will  be  a polygamist. 

Take  the  body  of  the  apostles.  Of  the  seven  apostles  chosen 
since  April,  1900,  when  Reed  Smoot  was  selected,  only  one  was 
a polygamist,  and  that  was  C.  W.  Penrose,  a man  72  years  of 
age,  who,  as  has  been  stated  to-day,  had  a son  22  years  of  age 
when  he  was  elected. 

I want  to  go  further  than  this.  Of  the  ninety-six  members 
of  the  presidencies  of  the  stakes — the  stakes  are  the  subdivi- 
sions of  the  church  for  business  purposes — of  the  church  in 
1890,  forty-seven,  or  about  one-half,  were  polygamists.  Of  165 
such  prominent  church  officials  in  1906 — the  increase  in  number 
being  due  to  the  organization  of  additional  “ stakes  ” — only 
16,  or  less  than  10  per  cent,  are  polygamists. 

In  view  of  these  facts  and  figures,  what  has  to  become  of 
the  charge  against  this  self-perpetuating  hierarchy,  that  it  is 
in  conspiracy  to  perpetuate  polygamy?  Every  change  but  one 
in  the  board  of  apostles  has  been  to  place  men  upon  it  who 
never  had  more  than  one  wife,  who  never  accepted  even  the 
privilege  of  taking  more  than  one  previous  to  1890. 

Not  only  this,  but  the  evidence  shows  that  polygamy  as  a 
principle  is  not  taught  in  schools  or  in  the  church  or  by  the 
missionaries.  It  appears  further  that  the  missionaries  are  in- 
structed not  to  teach  polygamy.  The  elders  are  under  injunc- 
tion not  to  teach  it,  and  not  a witness  was  brought  from  any 
part  of  the  United  States  or  from  any  part  of  the  world  who 
could  testify  that  any  representative  from  the  church  had  ever 
inculcated  the  principle  of  polygamy  since  1890. 

How  has  it  been  in  the  politics  of  Utah?  Two-thirds,  proba- 
bly, of  the  citizenship  are  Mormons.  Perhaps  not  more  than  60 
per  cent  now.  In  the  first  State  legislature  in  1896  there  were 
forty-three  Mormons  and  only  nine  polygamists.  In  the  legisla- 
ture of  1897  there  were  fifty-three  Mormons  and  only  seven 
polygamists.  In  the  legislature  of  1899  there  were  fifty-three 
Mormons  and  nine  polygamists.  In  1901  there  were  forty-six 
Mormons  and  only  three  polygamists.  In  1903  there  were  forty- 
six  Mormons  and  only  three  polygamists.  In  1905  there  were 
forty-three  Mormons  and  only  one  polygamist,  and  in  1907 
there  is  not  a polygamist  in  the  body.  And  yet  it  is  charged 
that  there  is  a conspiracy  on  the  part  of  this  church  to  thrust 
polygamy  upon  the  people. 

Not  only  that,  but  it  has  been  charged  openly  in  this  city 
within  the  last  two  or  three  days  that  polygamy  will  not  cease 
to  exist  until  the  practice  of  appointing  polygamists  to  Federal 
offices  ceases.  If  there  is  a polygamist  holding  a Government 
office  in  the  State  of  Utah  to-day,  I wish  somebody  would  tell  me 
who  he  is.  I do  not  know  of  a single  position  of  authority  under 
the  Government  of  the  United  States  held  to-day  by  a polyg- 
amist. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  Mr.  President 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Brandegee  in  the  chair). 
Does  the  Senator  from  Vermont  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Idaho? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  Certainly. 
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Mr.  DUBOIS.  Would  the  Senator  class  as  a polygamist  a 
polygamous  wife? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  Oh,  if  you  want  to  bring  in  such  a 
case 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  I asked  the  simple  question. 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  Certainly.  Is  there  one  in  Utah? 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  You  have  answered  my  question. 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  Is  there  one  in  Utah?  I should  be  glad 
to  know. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  There  is. 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  I should  be  glad  to  have  the  Senator 
tell  me,  because  I do  not  know. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  I will  tell  you  sometime. 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  I am  sorry 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  Mr.  President 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the  Senator  from  Ver- 
mont yield  to  the  Senator  from  Utah? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  I am  very  glad  to  yield  to  anyone  who 
will  give  me  information. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  I should  be  very  glad  myself  to  know  if 
the  Senator  from  Idaho  has  any  information  upon  that  subject. 
I do  not  know  of  a single  polygamist  holding  a Federal  office  in 
the  State  of  Utah,  and  I do  not  believe  there  is  any  polygamist 
holding  a Federal  office  in  the  State  of  Utah. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  I will  be  very  glad  to  tell  the  Senator,  and  I 
will  state  in  this  connection  that  the  polygamists,  after  the 
resolution  was  passed  through  the  Senate,  resigned,  and  gradu- 
ally they  are  appointing  the  wives  of  those  polygamists  who 
resigned.  Since  this  investigation  commenced  a great  many 
polygamists  in  Idaho  I know  have  resigned  their  positions. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  Will  the  Senator  permit  me? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  I am  very  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  I know  nothing  about  conditions  in 
Idaho.  I do  know  something  about  conditions  in  Utah,  and  I 
should  like  the  Senator  to  state  here  if  he  knows  either  of  a 
polygamous  man  or  a polygamous  woman  in  the  State  of  Utah 
who  is  now  holding  a Federal  office.  Let  us  have  the  name. 
Let  us  know  about  it. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  I will  say  to  the  Senator  from  Utah  that  I 
will  state  the  name.  I have  it  not  in  my  pocket.  I will  state 
it  to  the  Senator  from  Utah,  and  it  will  result  in  a removal,  as 
it  did  when  the  resolution  passed  the  Senate  to  investigate  the 
question  as  to  what  polygamists  were  holding  offices  in  Idaho. 
They  resigned.  They  have  appointed  the  polygamous  wives 
since  then.  They  did  not  find  very  many.  You  pass  a resolu- 
tion and  have  some  agent  go  out  to  Utah  and  I think  both  in 
Utah  and  Wyoming  you  will  find  polygamists  holding  office. 
I do  not  say  so,  because  I do  not  know.  They  did  in  Idaho. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  I do  not  want  to  get  into  a controversy 
with  the  Senator  from  Idaho  in  the  time  of  the  Senator  from 
Vermont.  The  Senator  from  Idaho  stated,  if  I understood  him, 
that  after  some  resolution  had  been  passed  the  practice  of  ap- 
pointing polygamous  men  to  office  had  ceased  and  their  polyga- 
mous wives  were  being  appointed.  Did  I understand  him? 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  I said  that  had  been  done.  I did  not  put  it 
bo  broad  as  to  intimate  that  it  was  a practice  that  had  grown  up. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  The  Senator  said  it  had  been  done. 
When  and  who  was  appointed? 
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Mr.  DUBOIS.  I will  tell  the  Senator  from  Utah  who  was 
appointed  and  the  party  will  be  removed. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  Let  us  have  the  name.  Let  us  have  it 
understood. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  Mr.  President 

The  VICE-PRESIDENT.  Does  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
yield  further  tf>  the  Senator  from  Idaho? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  I am  enjoying  this.  I yield  gladly. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  I will  say  to  the  Senator  from  Utah  that  I 
shall  take  the  privilege  of  addressing  the  Senate  again  on  this 
question  to-morrow,  when  I will  give  the  name  of  the  party  from 
Utah. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  It  does  seem  to  me  that  when  the  Sena- 
tor from  Idaho  stands  upon  the  floor  of  the  Senate  and  says  he 
knows  of  a case  of  that  kind  in  the  State  of  Utah,  and  the  re- 
quest is  made  here  for  the  name,  we  ought  to  have  it  now.  That 
would  seem  to  be  common  fairness.  I know  of  no  such  case  in 
the  State  of  Utah,  and  I am  reasonably  well  acquainted  in  that 
State. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  The  Senator  from  Idaho — 

The  VICE-PRESIDENT.  Does  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Idaho? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  Certainly. 

Mr.  DUBOIS.  The  Senator  from  Idaho  will  repeat  in  the 
Senate  that  he  is  going  to  give  the  name,  but  he  will  be  the 
judge  as  to  when  he  will  give  it.  I will  do  it  before  the  debate 
closes,  I assure  the  Senator. 

Mr.  SUTHERLAND.  The  Senator  from  Idaho,  of  course,  has 
the  right  to  give  or  to  withhold  the  name.  He  has  the  right 
to  give  it  now  or  when  he  pleases.  I think  we  ought  to  have  it 
now.  But  the  Senator  may  do  as  he  pleases. 

POLYGAMY  IS  AS  DEAD  AS  SLAVERY. 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  I have  occupied  more  time  than  I have 
intended  in  going  over  the  history  of  the  development  of  the 
Mormon  people  since  1890.  Had  I the  time  I would  be  very 
glad  to  go  into  the  evidence  of  non-Mormon  witnesses  who  have 
appeared  before  the  committee,  and  who  have  expressed  in  the 
most  positive  terms  their  opinion  that  the  progress  indicated 
by  the  facts  which  I have  stated  is  going  on  all  the  time,  and 
that  polygamy  as  an  institution  is  as  dead  in  Utah  to-day  as 
slavery  is  in  our  Southern  States. 

I have  before  me  a minute  taken  from  the  testimony  of  Judge 
O.  W.  Powers : 

The  younger  men  and  the  younger  women  of  the  Mormon  Church, 
and  I have  talked  with  a great  many  of  them  on  the  subject,  are 
opposed  to  the-  practice. 

Mrs.  Coulter,  who  was  a member  of  the  legislature  when 
Senator  Smoot  was  elected  to  this  body,  a graduate  of  Michigan 
University,  I believe,  the  wife  of  a prominent  physician  in  the 
State  of  Utah,  testified  to  the  same  effect. 

Former  United  States  Senator  McConnell,  of  Idaho,  says : 

The  great  bulk  of  Mormons  in  the  counties  of  our  State  are  opposed 
to  the  polygamous  relation. 

Judge  Booth,  of  Utah,  says : 

I believe  polygamy  is  as  dead  as  slavery.  There  are  several  reasons 
for  it.  The  first  is  that  98  per  cent  of  the  Mormon  people  are  against 
it.  It  is  inevitable  that  it  must  cease  to  exist.  * * * The  principal 
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fight  of  the  Gentiles  has  been  to  do  away  with  polygamous  marriages. 

* * * I have  among  my  acquaintances  many  prominent  young  Mor- 

mons, politicians  and  others,  about  my  age  and  younger,  and  I have 
liMMrri  m -a n v of  t’opm  sav.  with  great  emphasis,  that  if  they  believed  the 
church  sanctioned  any  plural  marriages  since  the  manifesto  they  would 
leave  the  church  immediately  ; that  they  would  not  continue  as  mem- 
bers of  the  church  if  the  manifesto  should  be  violated  by  the  officers 
of  the  church.  I believe  them  to  be  just  as  sincere  as  man  can  be.  I 
believe  that  to  be  the  general  sentiment  of  the  younger  members  of  the 
Mormon  Church.  Polygamy  is  dead  without  reference  to  the  law. 

It  is  dead  because  the  people  of  Utah  do  not  want  it  reestab- 
lished any  more  than  our  southern  brethren  want  slavery  rees- 
tablished. They  are  glad  they  are  rid  of  it. 

Mr.  J.  P.  Meakin,  a public  lecturer,  says : 

I have  entered  into  conversation  very  much  with  the  people,  and  I 
find  that  they  are  all  very  well  pleased  that  polygamy  is  a thing  of 
the  past ; and  they  welcome  emancipation  from  the  system.  I speak 
not  only  for  the  young  Mormons,  but  for  the  middle  aged.  It  is  a 
matter  of  general  pleasure  or  rejoicing  that  it  is  being  obliterated. 

Mr.  Hughes,  whom  I have  already  quoted  as  being  the  editor 
of  a prominent  paper,  says : 

The  Mormon  people  generally  are  as  much  against  new  polygamous 
marriages  as  the  Gentiles,  I beliqve,  as  a rule,  especially  the  younger 
Mormons  that  I meet.  I meet  a good  ma'iy  of  the  younger  Mormons, 
and  they  are  absolutely  against  it.  They  would  not  tolerate  it. 

Judge  Whitecotton  testified  to  the  same  effect.  He  said : 

The  decided  sentiment  of  the  Mormon  people  in  Utah  Is  hostile  to 
polygamy.  * * * All  the  Mormons — I will  speak  with  reference  to 

them  rather  than  the  Gentiles  in  that  regard — are  sick  and  tired  and 
disgusted  with  polygamy ; they  want  to  get  rid  of  it ; they  want  to 
wipe  it  out  and  get  it  under  their  feet.  * * * I think  if  it  were 

known  in  the  community  in  which  I live  that  a man  had  contracted  a 
polygamous  marriage,  and  the  evidence  came,  there  would  not  be  a half 
a dozen  men  in  that  town  who  would  not  pursue  that  man  and  put 
him  in  the  penitentiary.  That  is  the  sentiment  where  I live,  and  the 
people  there  are  70  per  cent  Mormons. 

In  closing,  Mr.  President,  I wish  simply  to  emphasize  the 
progress  made  during  the  three  periods  to  which  I have  called 
attention  in  these  remarks.  The  contests  prior  to  1890  over 
the  constitutionality  of  the  several  acts  of  Congress  adopted 
for  the  purpose  of  stamping  out  polygamy,  both  in  principle 
and  practice,  was  sharp  and  long  drawn  out.  But  when  the 
constitutionality  of  those  measures  was  determined  in  the 
courts  further  opposition  ceased,  the  manifesto  was  issued, 
accepted  by  the  church  and  promulgated,  and  thereafter  the 
right  to  solemnize  plural  marriages  ceased  to  exist  in  the 
priesthood,  and  the  right  to  take  plural  wives  ceased  to  exist 
in  the  church.  The  property  of  the  church  was  restored  by  the 
Government,  amnesty  was  granted  to  all,  the  children  of  Mor- 
mon marriages  were  legitimated,  old  political  parties  were 
broken  up,  and  Utah  started  out  upon  a new  era  of  develop- 
ment in  civilization  and  progress. 

During  the  second  period,  between  1890  and  1896,  the  differ- 
ent governors  of  the  Territory  unite  in  certifying  to  the  sin- 
cerity of  their  purpose  and  the  willing  obedience  to  law  on  the 
part  of  the  Mormon  people.  Every  objection  to  statehood  had 
been  removed,  an  enabling  act  was  adopted,  and  in  the  last- 
named  year,  1896,  Utah  was  fully  admitted  into  the  Union  as  a 
State* 

During  the  period  of  statehood,  extending  from  1896  to  the 
present  time,  the  history  of  Utah  has  been  one  of  progress  and 
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development.  The  attempt  to  fasten  upon  the  Mormon  Church 
a purpose  to  reestablish  polygamy  has  utterly  failed.  A force 
from  within  has  been  in  operation  and  the  number  of  polyg- 
amists occupying  positions  either  in  church  or  State  has  con- 
stantly diminished.  The  legislature  of  189G  contained  nine 
polygamists.  That  of  1907  did  not  contain  one.  The  so-called 
“ hierarchy,”  which,  in  1890,  was  composed  of  twenty-three 
polygamists  and  three  monogamists,  as  now  constituted  con- 
tains only  nine  polygamists,  as  against  seventeen  monogamists. 
Polygamy  as  a principle  is  not  taught  by  the  church,  and  its 
practice  is  not  tolerated  by  authorities  or  people. 

“ Polygamous  cohabitation,”  so  called,  is  fast  dying  out. 
Polygamous  families,  which  in  1890  numbered  2,450,  have  de- 
creased to  about  500,  and  very  soon  not  one  will  remain  as  a 
reminder  of  the  old  conditions. 

The  people  are  unalterably  opposed  to  polygamy,  and  in  the 
language  of  several  witnesses  “ it  is  as  dead  as  slavery.” 

I wish  only  to  add,  Mr.  President,  that  this  record  of  prog- 
ress, revealed  so  fully  in  evidence,  is  to  my  mind  simply  mar- 
velous, and  it  seems  strange  to  me  that  having  emancipated 
themselves  from  the  terrible  blight  of  polygamy  and,  according 
to  all  evidence,  being  a people  who  are  industrious,  frugal,  law- 
abiding,  and  of  good  habits,  a people  who  have  not  interfered 
offensively  in  politics  since  the  manifesto,  it  seems  strange  to 
me,  I say,  that  when  they  support 

Mr.  CULBERSON.  Mr.  President 

The  VICE-PRESIDENT.  Does  the  Senator  from  Vermont 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Texas? 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  I do. 

Mr.  CULBERSON.  I desire  to  ask  the  Senator  a question  for 
information,  because  I am  not  familiar  with  the  testimony  upon 
that  point.  The  Senator  just  stated  that  since  a certain  time 
the  Mormon  Church  authorities  have  not  attempted  to  interfere 
in  politics.  I understand  the  testimony  is  that  Senator  Smoot 
himself  was  not  allowed  to  become  a candidate  for  the  position 
he  holds  until  permission  was  obtained  from  the  church  author- 
ities. I ask  him  if  that  is  true?  As  I stated,  I am  not  familiar 
with  the  testimony. 

Mr.  DILLINGHAM.  If  I had  the  time,  I should  be  very  glad 
to  go  into  that  question,  but  I have  already  spoken  two  hours, 
and  I can  not  take  it  up  in  detail.  I can  explain  to  the  Senator 
in  a very  few  words  just  what  the  position  is. 

There  is  a rule  that  applies  to  the  ecclesiastical  authorities 
of  the  Mormon  Church  alone — we  will  call  them  the  “ twenty- 
six  ” — whose  offices  I have  already  been  discussing.  It  simply 
provides  that  if  they  drop  their  ecclesiastical  work  to  accept 
an  office,  to  accept  any  position  that  takes  them  from  that 
work — business,  politics,  or  otherwise — they  must  obtain  per- 
mission to  do  it.  But  if  they  do  not  get  permission,  they  can 
go  and  do  it  just  the  same,  only  they  have  to  give  up  their  ec- 
clesiastical office  and  let  somebody  else  take  it.  In  a very  few, 
direct  words  that  explains  that  situation,  and  that  is  all  there  is 
to  it.  This  rule  is  common  to  every  great  business  house.  It 
prevails  in  every  church.  It  prevails  in  the  Methodist  Church 
in  Utah.  Consent  is  not  an  indorsement  of  Mr.  Smoot.  He  is 
not  sent  as  their  representative.  It  is  simply  that  as  he  is  lay- 
ing down  duties  with  which  he  is  charged  by  the  church,  he  has 
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simply  to  relieve  himself  of  those  duties  before  going  into  poli- 
tics or  business  or  anything  that  would  distract  his  attention. 

The  same  is  true,  I repeat,  of  the  Methodist  Church  in  Utah. 
That  organization  has  a church-extension  society,  with  an 
agent  in  that  State,  and  it  is  in  evidence  that  one  of  the  Metho- 
dist preachers  employed  in  its  work  wanted  to  go  to  the  legis- 
lature, but  he  could  not  consent  to  become  a candidate  until  he 
secured  the  consent  of  his  ecclesiastical  superior.  It  was  Doc- 
tor Miller,  I believe.  What  is  true  of  him  is  true  of  Rfed  Smoot, 
and  no  more  is  true  of  Reed  Smoot  than  of  Doctor  Miller. 

Now,  I was  saying,  for  I was  about  to  close,  it  seems  a 
strange  thing  to  me,  in  the  light  of  the  progress  that  has  been 
made  by  the  Mormon  people  since  1890,  that  the  man  who 
back  of  that  time  was  laying  the  foundation  of  this  progress, 
cooperating  with  the  authorities  of  the  United  States  in  bring- 
ing to  an  end  a pernicious  system,  who  has  always  stood  for  law 
and  order,  whose  life  has  been  so  pure*  and  upright  that 
among  all  the  witnesses  testifying  in  this  case  not  one  has 
brought  a charge  against  him  either  in  his  business  or  social 
life— it  seems  strange  to  me,  I say,  that  the  people  of  that 
State  should  be  punished  by  denying  to  such  a representative  of 
that  people  and  of  that  progress  a seat  in  the  United  States 
Senate.  If  there  is  any  reason  for  denying  him  a seat,  I have 
not  discovered  it. 

It  has  been  painful  to  me  in  some  respects  to  speak,  upon  this 
subject.  I know  what  public  sentiment  has  been  created. 
But  I know  that  the  people  of  the  United  States  are  intelligent 
and  all  they  want  to  ascertain  is  the  truth,  and  when  they  know 
what  the  truth  is  they  will  stand  by  the  man  who  declares  it. 
So  I stand  here  to  say  that  upon  my  oath  of  office  as  a Senator 
of  the  United  States,  having  listened  to  this  vast  volume  of 
testimony,  having  examined  it  in  detail  since  that  ime,  having 
given  it  my  most  mature  consideration,  I fail  to  find  any  reason 
why  I should  vote  to  deprive  Senator  Smoot  of  the  right  to 
occupy  the  seat  to  which  he  has  been  elected. 
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